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PREFATORY NOTE

THE investigation of which the First Part is here published was

made in the years 1911 to 1913, and submitted as a thesis for

the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Harvard University in

1913. Publication has been unavoidably delayed, and it seems

best not to postpone longer the issue of the present part, on the

Diction of Luke, which has a certain unity and completeness

of its own. The Second Part will deal with Luke s treatment

of his sources, Mark and &quot;

Q,&quot; especially from a literary point

of view, and with the style of Luke as illustrated by parallels

in the Gospel and Acts. This second and larger part of the

work will be published as soon as conditions growing out of the

war permit; if the hopes of the editors are fulfilled, within the

next few months. It will contain the author s preface and a

table of contents to the whole, which can then be bound in one

volume.
G. F. M.

J. H. R.

K. L.
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THE STYLE AND LITERARY METHOD
OF LUKE

PART I

THE DICTION OF LUKE AND ACTS

1. SIZE OF LUKE S VOCABULARY

THE size of Luke s vocabulary has been reckoned several times in

various ways, with results which approximately agree. According

to the latest count, by Professor Goodspeed, the Gospel of Luke

contains 2080 different words, Acts 2054. Luke and Acts use in

common 1014 words, and the total vocabulary of Luke and Acts

together is 3120.! The earlier count by J. Ritchie Smith 2 to which

Professor Goodspeed refers is in some ways more satisfactory. It

omits proper names, and includes the figures for the other New

Testament writers. According to this the total vocabulary of Luke

and Acts is 2697.

Smith s complete table is as follows:

Whole number Total Words peculiar

of words vocabulary to each

Luke 35,239 2,69? 7 5

Paul 3i,4S7 2,446

John
2

?&amp;gt;

l8 5 *&amp;gt;396

Matthew i7,92i *&amp;gt;542

Mark I0 720 1,259

Hebrews 4^5 94
Peter 2,689 756 &quot;5

James. .&quot;. . . W* 644

Jude 432

These figures enable us at a glance to compare Luke s vocabulary

with that of the other New Testament writers; but, as Professor

Goodspeed remarks,
&quot;

they are disappointing to the critical student

because they do not distinguish between Luke and Acts, between the

1 Journal of Biblical Literature, XXXI (1912), pp. 9 2 ff.

2
Presbyterian and Reformed Review, II (1891), pp. 647 ff.
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Pastorals and the ten letters of the primary Pauline canon, or even

between the Revelation and the .Fourth Gospel.&quot;

For the book of Acts alone Blass s edition supplies a convenient

lexicon and an enumeration of words. Excluding variant readings of

the /3-text and not counting proper names, there appear to be in

Acts 1787 different words. For the Gospel of Luke by itself no

exact count, excluding proper names, appears to be accessible. But

the number of different words is very nearly the same as in Acts -

approximately 1800. For the letters of Paul an independent count

was made by Myron W. Adams. 1

These figures show that Luke s vocabulary is greater than that of

any other New Testament writer. This is only natural, since he is

the most voluminous writer (see the figures in the first column of

the table above). The only fair test is to compare the figures for

the Gospel of Matthew with those for Luke or Acts separately.

These three works are of very nearly the same size, and yet either

Luke or Acts has a vocabulary about one-sixth larger than that of

Matthew.

The last column of Smith s table gives the number of words

peculiar to each writer. The lists in Thayer s Lexicon differ some

what from those in Smith, and as they make distinctions which

Smith ignores, their totals are here given, together with some other

counts of the same kind :

NUMBER OF WORDS PECULIAR TO INDIVIDUAL WRITERS

Thayer Smith Hawkins 2 Various

Total Dubious 3 Minimum

Matt 137 21 Il6 III H2

Mark 102 32 70 77 71 80 4

Luke

Gospel 3 12 52 260 261

Acts 478 49 429 413 4i4
5

Gospel and Acts both . . 61 61 58 53
B

Totals 851 101 750 715 732

1 St. Paul s Vocabulary, Hartford, 1895. His total of 2478, like Smith s, includes

the Pastoral Epistles, but by means of his lists we have calculated that about 300 of

the words he counts occur only in the Pastoral Epistles, so that the total for the ten

primary letters is very nearly 2180. * Horae Synopticae, 2d edit., pp. 198 ff.

3 Uncertainty due to various readings.
4
Swete, St. Mark, p. xl.

6
Blass, Acta Apostolorum, Editio philologica, p. 334.
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Thayer Smith Hawkins 2 Various

Pauline Total Dubious 3 Minimum

Except Pastoral Epistles 627 34 593

Pastoral Epistles 197
l i 187

Both groups 53 6 47

Totals 877 50 827 797 8i6 2

Johannine

Gospel and Epistles 133 13 I2

Revelation 156 33 I23 Io83

Both groups 9 I

Totals 298 47 251 212

Hebrews 169 n 158 15

James 73 9 64 58

Peter 121 7 &quot;4 &quot;5

Jude 20 i 19 14

From these tables it appears that the words peculiar to Luke are

more numerous than those peculiar to any other New Testament

writer, unless the Pastoral Epistles with their great number of words

not occurring elsewhere in the New Testament be included in the

Pauline canon. Comparing books of equal size only we discover

that in Matthew, Luke, and Acts the words peculiar to each book

number respectively 116, 260, and 429, or thereabouts. Mr. Adams,

using Mr. Smith s figures, calculates the ratio of words peculiar to

each writer to his whole vocabulary. He says:
&quot; Of the total vo

cabulary of St. Paul the percentage of words peculiar to him, as far

as the New Testament is concerned, is nearly 33. In the case of

St. Luke it is nearly 27 ;
in St. John and the author of Hebrews it is

between 15 and 16; in the others, still less.&quot;
4

This calculation, however, includes under Paul the Pastoral

Epistles, which contain a large proportion of aira \ey6neva. If, fol

lowing Thayer s figures, we exclude these, the percentages will be

both about the same, between 27 and 28, as the following figures

show:
Total vocabulary Words peculiar to either

Luke 2697 750

Paul 2170 593

1 Thayer makes a mistake in the addition of his list.
2
Adams, op. cit. p. 27.

3
Swete, Apocalypse, p. cxix.

4
Op. cit. p. 28.
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Outside of the New Testament a few writers whose works are

about the size of either or of both of Luke s works and whose vocabu

laries could be readily counted were examined with the following

result:

ABOUT THE SIZE OF LUKE OR ACTS SINGLY

Teubner pages Vocabulary

Luke about 75 1800 l

Acts
&quot;

75 J 787

Letter of Aristeas
&quot;

65 1968

Deuteronomy
&quot;

75 I20 (estimated)

ABOUT THE SIZE OF LUKE AND ACTS TOGETHER

Teubner pages Vocabulary

Luke and Acts 15 2697

Xenophon, Memorabilia 142 244
Xenophon, Anabasis i-iv 135 2431

Aeschines 19 ca - 3

Antiphon 129 155

2. LITERARY STANDARD OF LUKE S VOCABULARY

THE vocabulary of an author probably affords the best test for com

paring him with the various degrees of education and elegance in

contemporary speech and writing. In matters of orthography the

corrections or corruptions of scribes obscure the original spelling of

the autograph. Points of syntax can be more safely used to test a

writer s style, but here anything like a statistical comparison is out

of the question. But in the vocabulary of an ancient writer scribal

changes play the smallest part, and a rough classification is to some

extent possible. To estimate the literary standing of Luke it is very

desirable to examine the character of his vocabulary.

This subject has already been studied in some connections;

chiefly either as part of an investigation of the language of the New

Testament, which has been compared as a whole rather than by

separate writers with the classical Greek language, or in comparison

with the diction of the other New Testament writers. These two

methods have led to the following conclusions: First, that the Greek

of the New Testament in general differs greatly from classical Greek

and is on the whole of a more popular and uncultivated style, and,

1 The figures are exclusive of proper names.
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second, that the writings of Luke are rather more elegant in diction

than most of the other writings in the New Testament. But both

these methods of study have their limitations, and further and more

definite judgments are possible in regard to the vocabulary of Luke.

It should be studied separately, and not merely as part of the vocab

ulary of that very heterogeneous collection, the New Testament, and

it should be compared with the vocabularies of other writers beside

the few comprised in the Christian canon.

The simplest way of comparing the vocabularies of two writers

is to discover how many words they have in common. Where lexica

are available this is easily ascertained. The following list gives the

approximate proportion of Luke s vocabulary found in several

Hellenistic writers or collections:

Greek Comedy 67 %
LXX, excluding Apocrypha 80

LXX, including Apocrypha 90

New Testament (exclusive of Luke and Acts) 7

Papyri 65

Lucian 7

Hutarch 85

Vogel
l has made further observations in this field. Of the various

parts of the Greek Old Testament, Judges, Samuel, and Kings show

the closest resemblance in vocabulary to Luke; with Second Mac
cabees the likeness is very striking.

2 Among profane writers akin

to Luke, Vogel notes especially Polybius, Dioscorides, and Josephus.

The lexical relations between Luke and Josephus have been studied

with especial fulness by Krenkel. 3 In the New Testament Paul and

Hebrews show the closest likeness to Luke in vocabulary.
4

Such facts and figures may perhaps show some relationship and

are therefore not without significance, but they have decided limi

tations of value. Whether a word used by Luke occurs in another

writing depends far more on the chance of subject matter and the

size of the writings compared than on any real affinity of language.

1
Vogel, Zur Charakteristik des Lukas nach Spracfte und Stil, 26. edit., p. n.

2
Ibid., p. 54-

3 M. Krenkel, Joseph-its und L^^cas. Der schriftstellerische Einfluss des jiidischen

Geschichtsschreibers anf den christlichen nachgewiesen, 1894.
4 See for example the lists in Plummer, Luke, pp. liv ff.; Hawkins, Horae Synoplicae,

2d edit., pp. 189 ff.
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Furthermore, such collections as the Septuagint, the New Testa

ment, the Apocrypha, and the papyri are of miscellaneous contents

and character, the works of many authors, and do not represent a

common standard of culture. Probably half of every writer s vo

cabulary is made up of words of such frequent occurrence that any

other writer is likely to use them. It is only the unusual or uncom

mon words that can be expected to have much significance.

It is often inferred that for New Testament writers such words

are to be found in the list of words peculiar to each writer, i. e., not

found elsewhere in the New Testament. Such a notion is quite er

roneous, and the emphasis usually placed upon these words in New

Testament study seems to the present writer inappropriate. In a

collection like the New Testament the occurrence of a word in only

one writer is often merely an accident, and the words so distin

guished are not characteristic of him. 1 On the other hand, some

really unusual words or words of significance for a writer s vocabu

lary are thus left out of account because another writer in the New

Testament happened to use the word.

If the fact that two writers have many words in common can not

be used as a reliable evidence of affinity in vocabulary, it is still more

dangerous to use this fact as a proof of literary dependence. No

where can this be more clearly seen than in the subject we are here

considering, the vocabulary of Luke. Coincidence of vocabulary

has been used at various times to prove that Luke wrote Hebrews,

that he was familiar with Paul s letters, and that he had read Jose-

phus or the Greek medical writers. Even the evidence of peculiar

words is unsafe in such arguments, though it is used very effectively

by both Krenkel and the believers in Luke s medical language.

Krenkel, for example, to support his thesis that Luke had read

Josephus, collects a large number of words which in the Greek

Bible occur only in Luke and are also used by Josephus.
2

The uncertainty of all such arguments may be illustrated by the

following comparison of the vocabularies of Mark and Second Mac-

1 The evidence that this is true may be seen by a glance at the lists in Part IV of

the Appendix to Thayer s Lexicon. See what is said on this point below, p. 6?, n. 78.

2
Josephus und Lucas, pp. 304 ff. It is to be observed that Krenkel excludes from

his investigation First and Second Maccabees. Were they included, many words would

disappear from this list.
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cabees as related to that of Luke. The two books are of about the

same size. Mark we know was not only read by Luke but was made

the chief source of his Gospel and in places copied verbatim; Second

Maccabees may not even have been known to him. Yet according

to the following figures, both in his general vocabulary and in the

words peculiar to him, Luke has more in common with Second Mac

cabees than with Mark.
Luke and Mark Luke and 2 Mace.

Whole number of words in common (a-e) ..... 383 (i 5 ?) 451(12 ?)

Words not elsewhere in New Testament (a-e) . . 20(1 ?) 74(5 ?)

Words not elsewhere in the Greek Bible (a-co) . 9(1 ?) 21(5 ?)

The last comparison is of sufficient interest to justify giving the

lists in full.

PECULIAR TO MARK AND LUKE IN THE GREEK BIBLE

ava.yai.ov Mark 14, 15 = Luke 22, 12.

/SXTjrtop Mark 2, 22 (u. I.)
= Luke 5, 38.

tKTrvelv Mark 15, 37, 39 = Luke 23, 46.

inaTifeiv Mark 5, 15
= Luke 8, 35.

\tirr6v Mark 12, 42 = Luke 21, 2; also Luke 12, 59.

avairapaaativ Mark 9, 20 = Luke 9, 42.

It will be noted that more than half of the cases are in parallel

passages.

PECULIAR TO SECOND MACCABEES AND LUKE IN THE GREEK BIBLE

ayuvia Luke 22, 44 (v. I.). euflu/Ms

euxxTTTjpos alsoTobit 14, 2 (v.l.). lepoo-uXos

arep

auo-rijpos

Siavveiv ffwe\aweiv Acts 7, 26 (v. I.).

darptxtiv &amp;lt;rvvTpo4&amp;gt;os
also v. 1. in i Mace, i, 6;

KTr\r,pwffis 3 Reg. 12, 24.

eTTirpoTnj avvTvyx.a.veiv

cr077&amp;lt;ns 3 Mace. I, 16 (v. I.). vwo^uivvvvai.

Vogel gives a list of more than fifty words and expressions peculiar

to Luke in the New Testament and found in 2 Maccabees but not

in the canonical books of the Old Testament. But many of these

are found in the other apocryphal books and are therefore omitted

from the foregoing list. On the other hand Vogel overlooks some of
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the words cited here. Further coincidences between Luke and 2

Maccabees in the use of words will be found in the word lists below

under avaXvu, d^ari^jut, dLavoiyu, diepwi tvu, iiravayut, eTrtcrracrts.
1

In view of the dangers that have attended the study of Luke s

vocabulary in the past it may well be asked whether any examina

tion of it can be safely made. Probably it can be done if the method

of procedure is selected with some care, and if the results are not

treated too mathematically or made to prove too much. The fol

lowing methods were adopted only after clue consideration and

testing, and both the results and the methods by which they are

reached are submitted here only tentatively and as the means of a

rough estimate of the character of Luke s vocabulary.

The natural way to compare the vocabularies of two authors

seemed to be to confine attention in each author to words of un

usual occurrence in Greek literature, or at least to those not found

in all grades of Greek prose, and to classify these in accordance with

the class or age of Greek writing to which they seem to belong;

then by counting the number of words of each class used by each

author to discover which of the two writers inclined in his distinc

tive vocabulary towards the educated, Attic, and older words, which

towards the more vulgar, less classical, and later words.

Such a comparison involves the analysis of two vocabularies, for

example in our case, the vocabulary of Luke and that of at least one

other Hellenistic author. Unfortunately most of the numerous

linguistic studies in Hellenistic literature deal only with grammar.

For Polybius, Strabo, Diodorus Siculus, Dionysius of Halicarnassus,

and Plutarch we possess no thorough or well-sifted analysis of vo

cabulary, as Schmid has already noted with regret.
2 The same is

true of the two most extensive Jewish writers, Josephus and Philo,

for neither of whom even a lexicon is available. The vocabularies

of Jewish and Christian writings, whether canonical or apocryphal,

are either unclassified or have been studied in groups that include

several different authors. A noteworthy exception is Nageli, Der

Wortschatz des Aposteh Paulus? The most thorough and satis-

1 See also W. K. L. Clarke, &quot;Acts and the LXX&quot; in Christian Origins (to be pub

lished shortly).
2 Schmid, Der Atticismus, IV, 634.

3
Gottingen, 1905. The study includes only the rarest words, and continues down

the alphabet part way through the letter e.
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factory work of the kind desired was found to be the analyses of

vocabulary in Schmid s Atticismus 1 for Dio Chrysostom, Lucian,

Aristides, Aelian, and the younger Philostratus. That a comparison

of the New Testament language with the later Greek has been

greatly facilitated by this elaborate work was recognized several

years ago by Professor J. H. Thayer,
2 but apparently it has never

been methodically used for this purpose.

The method of Schmid is as follows :

3

Words that are of frequent occurrence in the Attic and the better

literature of all periods are altogether omitted from consideration as

being of no value for estimating
&quot;

stilistische Neigungen
&quot;

of the

writer. Of the remaining words Schmid makes five classes according

to their occurrence in extant authors:

A. Common Attic words, or words occurring in several Attic

writers.

B. Words found only or principally in one prose writer before

Aristotle.

C. Words found in poetry but not in Attic prose.

D. Words belonging to the post-classical prose, including

Aristotle.

E. Words found first in the author under investigation.

In the lists which follow the same classification has been made of

the vocabulary of Luke and Acts, extending down the alphabet

through the letter e. As about three-fourths of Luke s vocabulary

occurs in the writings of the five authors treated by Schmid, we can

follow his authority for nearly all the words which are to be omitted

altogether from classification and for a great many of the words

that fall into the first four classes. Where Schmid s estimate of a

word is obtainable the reference to his work is given. The other

words are classified as much in accordance with his methods as pos

sible. As the date of Luke s work is uncertain it seemed safest to

include in the last class only words in Luke and Acts that are found

in no other writer before 200 A.D., which is about the lower limit for

1 Der Atlicismus in semen Hanplvertretern von Dionysius von Halikarnass bis auf den

zweiten Philoslralns (4 vols. and index, 1887-1897).
2
Hastings, Dictionary of the Bible, III, 43 (&quot; Language of the New Testament &quot;)

3
Op. cit. I, 103 n., 400.
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the Atticists treated by Schmid. But of course it is quite possible

that the words in list D marked only Josephus or Plutarch are also,

strictly speaking, words first used by Luke. The enumeration

does not aim to be complete except in the case of the Septuagint
l

(as represented by the texts underlying Hatch and Redpath s

Concordance) and the New Testament.2 In addition, words

found in the papyri (except those found only in Christian papyri

or papyri of the Byzantine period) are marked by the simple

abbreviation,
&quot;

Pap.&quot;
In view of the promised lexicon to the papyri

it did not seem worth while in most cases to give the references for

the occurrence of these words. 3

WORD LISTS

A. COMMON ATTIC WORDS OR WORDS OCCURRING IN

SEVERAL ATTIC WRITERS 4

\ayvuffros unknown. Schmid IV, 118. Horn., Pind.,

Thuc., Plat., LXX (Wisd., 2 Mace.), Joseph.,

Pap., Inscr.

f ayopalos Schmid I, 251. Ar., Arist. et al., Joseph.,

Strab., Luc., Inscr., Pap.

Schmid IV, 1 18. Plat., Xen., Theognis, LXX,
Mk. al., Luc., Philostr., Inscr., Pap.

Schmid II, 72. Plat., Oratt, Hipp., Arr., Pap.

(See Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary s. v.,

who call it a vernacular word.)

1 The symbol LXX is used for the Greek Old Testament, but if a word occurs only

in the Apocrypha that fact is shown by adding in parenthesis the exact reference or

&quot;

Apocr.&quot;

2 The obelus (t) is used to mark words occurring in the New Testament only in

Luke or Acts, but is enclosed in round brackets if it occurs in another New Testa

ment writing as a variant reading. Words enclosed in square brackets are variant

readings in Luke or Acts.

3 For a list of the principal collections, see Moulton, Grammar of New Testament

Greek, I, index; Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary of the Greek Testament.

4 The customary abbreviations are employed. Note that
&quot;

Ar.&quot; stands for Aristo

phanes,
&quot;

Arist.&quot; for Aristotle. Abbreviations for the Gospels (in these lists) Mt.,

Mk., Jn. When the word occurs in Luke only in a context derived from Mark or Q,

or in quotation or reminiscence from the Old Testament, the source is noted in brackets

at the end of the entry, e. g. [Q]
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arytaXos

f atrew

f O.ITLOV

f dXX6&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;uXos

f d/Ltdprupos

&quot;j&quot;

f ava(3o\r]

f avayu

f d

&quot;j&quot;

d

&quot;f d^d/cpicus

Schmid IV, 120. Att. poetry and prose, LXX,

Mt., Jn., Luc., Philostr., Pap. (&quot;common,&quot;

Moulton and Milligan) .

with inf. but not ace. of person. Schmid III, 98

(&quot;bewusster
Atticismus &quot;). --Trag., Plat.,

Ar., Isocr.

= airla. Dem., Plat., Joseph., Pap.

= 5s. Schmid I, 104 (&quot;
diesen Sinn scheint

das Wort im N.T. nicht zu haben
&quot;;

but cf.

Luke 7, i, Mark 7, 35, Acts 17, 20, Heb. 5, n).

-LXX (2 Mace. 15,39) ol.

Schmid IV, 122. Hdt., Att. prose., LXX,

Joseph., Mt., Luc., Philostr., Pap. [Q]

Thuc., Plat., Hipp., Aesch.,Com., Polyb., Diod.,

LXX, Joseph., Philo, Pap.

Schmid IV, 123. --Thuc., Dem., Callim.,

Joseph., Luc., Plut., Hdn., Pap.

Schmid I, 208; II, 75. Trag., Plat., Xen.,

Dem., LXX, Paul, Heb., Aristides, Pap.

Schmid IV, 123. Ar., Alex., Amphis, Luc.,

Plut., Philostr., LXX, Inscr., Pap.

Schmid IV, 126. Plat., Xen., LXX, Mk.,

Philostr.

Schmidt IV, 126. Att., Dion. Hal., Joseph.,

LXX, Arr., Plut., Philostr., Pap.

vow to gods. Schmid II, 76. Ionic and

older Attic, Aristides, Inscr.

Schmid III, zoof. Hdt., Thuc., Ar., Xen.,

Dem., Plat., Polyb., LXX, Joseph., Luc.,

Ael., Babr., Pap.

intransitive. Xen., Plut., Hipp., Galen, Pap.

(OP. 939, iv A. D., a Christian letter),

in forensic sense. Att. (Thayer, s.v.), Paul

(Niigeli, p. 22), LXX (Susanna), Inscr.

Xen., Plat., Oratt., LXX (3 Mace. 7, 5), Inscr.,

Pap.

Schmid IV, 126. Hdt., Plat., Ar., Xen., LXX,

Joseph., Aristeas, [John 8, 7 10], Luc., Pap.
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-\avairtipos

t dfao-Keudfco

f avaQalvonai

t avevpiaKu

t dvoiKoSo/zeco

fdi6ico
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Schmid I, 253 al. Hdt., Thuc., Plat., Xen.,

al., LXX, Joseph.., Arr., Luc., Ael., Philostr.,

Plut., Pap.

Schmid III, 101. Att. prose, Joseph., Ael.,

LXX (2 Mace. 8, 24).

Schmid IV, 128. Hymn. Horn., Att. prose,

Eur., Ar., Diod., Dion. Hal., Mk., Philostr.,

Plut., Inscr., Pap.

Thuc., Xen., Polyb., Joseph., Plut., Pap. (OP.

745 i A. D., the nearest parallel to Acts 15, 24).

Schmid IV, 128. Att. prose, LXX, Joseph.,

Luc., Philostr., Alciphr., Pap.

Schmid IV, 272. Att. prose, LXX, Joseph.

Schmid I, 253; IV, 128. Thuc., Plat., Arist.,

Polyb., Theophr., LXX, Aristeas, Paul, Inscr.,

Pap.

Hdt., Plat., Xen., Trag., LXX (4 Mace. 3, 14),

Joseph., Arr., Plut., Inscr.

with genitive. Schmid II, 77. Plat., Eur.,

Mt., Mk., LXX, Arr.

Thuc., Xen., Diod., Joseph., LXX, Plut., Hdn.,

Inscr., Pap. [LXX]
Att. prose and poetry, LXX, Paul (see Nageli,

p. 14) al., Pap.

temporal. Schmid III, 102; IV, 131. Dem.

al., LXX, N.T., Joseph., Pap.

ask, with infin. Hdt., Oratt. al. (cf. Blass,

N. T. Gramm., p. 226), LXX, Pap.

with personal subject. Schmid II, 80; III, 102.

-Att., LXX, Mk. 14, 13, Pap.

Plat., Hdt., Thuc., Hipp., Trag., LXX, Mt.,

Mk., Arr., Plut.

Find., Thuc., Xen., LXX, Philo, Paul, Past.

Epp., Inscr., Athen.

turn out. Schmid II, 80. Hdt., Thuc., Plat.,

Isocr., LXX, Phil, i, 19, Pap. (PP. Ill, 42 H).

Plat., Arist., Rom. n, 15, M. Anton., Arr., Plut.

intrans. Hdt., Xen., Thuc., LXX (Ecclus. 8,6

al.), Plut.
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ap7ra

erma

affpevus

drt/zdfco

J avarripos

auro/zaros

f auroTTTT??

f auroxetp

d&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;an&quot;co

[d0op/x77J

t/3a0wco

f/3d(ns

Plat., Lys., LXX., Diod., Rev. 6, 14.

Schmid I, 256. Ar., Xen., LXX, Mt., Paul.

Thuc., Plat., Isocr., Aesch., Arist., Polyb., Diod.,

LXX, Heb., Hdn., Inscr., Pap.

Eur., Hdt., Hipp., Arist., Joseph., Plut., Galen.

Schmid II, 87; IV, 138. Plat., Dem., Polyb.,

Diod., Dion. Hal., LXX, Joseph., Aristides,

Alciphr., Pap.

Theognis, Plat., LXX, Aristeas, Mt., Mk., Paul,

Arr., Pap. (OP. 471, 67, ii A. D.)

Schmid II, 88. Poets and Attic prose., LXX,
Mk. v. I., Jas., Paul, Jn., Dio Chrys., Luc.,

Aristides. Pap.

Schmid IV, 139. Plat, ct al., LXX, 2 Thess.

3,2, Luc., Philostr., Pap.

Schmid IV, 139. Horn., Hdt., Att., LXX, Mt.

21, 17, Arr., Luc., Philostr., Inscr.

of men. Plat., Polyb., Dion. Hal, LXX (2 Mace.

14, 30), Plut., Diog. Laert., Pap.
Schmid IV, 140. Horn., Hdt., Att. prose,LXX,

Philo, Mk. 4, 28, Philostr., Diod., Arr., Pap.

Hdt., Plat., Xen., Oratt, Polyb. and later Gk.

writers, Joseph., Pap.

Schmid I, 112, 257; II, 90. Att., Joseph., Arr.,

Dio Chrys., Luc., Aristides.

Schmidl,ii2; II, 90; III, 106. Thuc., Plat.,

Ar., LXX, Mt., Jas., Pap. [LXX]
Schmid IV, 141 f. Att. prose, Polyb., LXX,
Paul (see Nageli, p. 15), Luc., Philostr., Pap.

Schmid IV, 142. Hdt., Xen., Com., LXX, Mt.

3, 12, Pap. (&quot; very common,&quot; Moulton and

Milligan). [Q]

Horn., Xen., Theophr., Dion. Hal., LXX,
Joseph.

foot. Schmid III, 107 al. Plat., Arist.,

Joseph., Philostr., Ael., LXX (Wisd. 13, 1 8),

Apollod.
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j860uros Xen, Lys, Solon, Cratin, Theophr, LXX, Mt.

12, ii
; 15, i4, Galen. [Q]

j-00^ (cf. Schmid IV, 282). Thuc, Xen, LXX,

Joseph.

Schmid II, 91. Plat, Arist, LXX (2 and 4

Mace.), Aristeas, Rom. 9, 19, Arr, Pap.

Schmid IV, 143. Hipp, Thuc, Xen, LXX,

Paul etal, Arr, Alciphr.

metaphorically. Schmid I, 113. Horn, Hdt,

Soph, Plat, al, LXX, Mt, Mk.

Plat, Xen, Trag. al, LXX, Rom. i, 19, Jn.

Hdt, Dem, Aesch, Mosch. al, LXX, Rev. 18,

ii f, Inscr, Pap.

Schmid III, 108; IV, 147. Att., LXX, Mt.

8,6.

Schmid IV, 147. Horn, Soph, Com, Plat,

Xen, LXX, Mt, Mk, Paul, Jn, Pap.

Trag, Att. (Bekker, Anecdota Graeca, I, go},

LXX, Diod, Paul (Nageli, p. 26) et al, Pap.

f Seurepatos Hdt, Xen, Polyb, Diod, Inscr.

tSwyopto Schmid IV, 148.- AT., Xen, Plat, Dem,

Joseph, LXX, Alciphr.

tSiajSAXXeonrd Schmid IV, 149. -Hdt, Thuc, Plat, Pap.

(TbP. I, 23, ii B. c.), Theodotion (Dan. 3, 8).

Plat, Hipp, Dem, LXX (Wisd. 3, 18), Joseph,

Arr, Plut, Dio Cass, Inscr, Pap.

f5taK {;co Schmid IV, 150. Xen, Plat, al, LXX,

Joseph, Luc, Philostr, Inscr, Pap.

5 taXoTtfoMai Schmid II, 93-
&quot; Att. prose, LXX, Mt, Mk,

Pap.

Sta/mprupoMcu Schmid II, 94. -Xen. and especially Dem,

LXX, Paul al.

Schmid I, 259. Plat, Menand, LXX, Aris

teas, Mt, Mk, Jn, Luc.

tfito^/ia Schmid II, 94- -Xen, Plat, Arr, Aristides,

LXX.

Sepco
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|5tacreiw

f (Harrjpeco

f 5tcu/&amp;gt;eu7co

f StaxAeud^co

f Siaxwptfo/iai

f 5u&amp;lt;rxuptfojuat

diKaiu/jia

f Si6p#cop.a

dwarol, ol

t ZJKVOS

eto-Tropeuo/iai

f e/c/SoX?7

CKKOTTTCO

f eKKpcna.fj.ai

Schmid II, 94 al. Plat., Xen., Dem., Polyb.,

LXX, Joseph., Luc., Aristides, Ael., Inscr.,

Pap.

Schmid IV, 151. Hdt., Att. prose and poetry,

LXX, Mk. 5, 4, Philostr., Luc.

Plat., Oratt., Com., Arist., Polyb., LXX, Ari-

steas, Plut., Inscr., Pap.
Schmid IV, 152. Hdt. al., LXX, Joseph., Arr.,

Luc., Philostr., Pap.

Plat., Dem., Aeschin., Polyb., Joseph.

Schmid IV, 152. Ar., Plat. Xen. al., LXX,
Diod., Joseph., Plut.

Plat., Xen., Dem., Polyb., Joseph., Plut., Dio

Cass. al.

Oratt., Plat., Joseph., Dio Cass. al.

Plat., Arist., LXX, Paul (Nageli, p. 22) al., Pap.

Hipp., Arist., Polyb., Plut., Diog. Laert., Pap.
Schmid IV, 153. Att. prose, LXX, Mt., Inscr.,

Pap.-[Q]
Plat, Arist., Mt. 24, 51, LXX [Q]

the rich, prominent. Schmid IV, 155. Hdt.,
Att. prose, Joseph., Philostr.

Plat., Isocr., Dem., Mt. 19, 23 = Mk. 10, 23.

-[Mk]

Plat., Dem., Hyperides, Polyb., LXX, Joseph.

Hdt., Hipp., Arist., Anth., Diod., LXX (Ecclus.

42, 10), Joseph., Plut., Pap.
Schmid II, 98. Att. prose and poetry, LXX,

Aristeas, Inscr., Pap.
Xen. et al., LXX, Mt., Mk., Inscr., Pap.

Xen., Thuc., Theocr., LXX (2 Mace. 5, 26),

Joseph., Lycophron.
Schmid I, 262. Dem., Arist., LXX, Luc., Pap.
Schmid IV, 158. Hdt. al., LXX, Mt., Paul,

Pap.
Schmid IV, 158. Eur., Thuc., Philo, Joseph.,
LXX.
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f K\aXeo; Schmid IV, 159. Eur., Dem., Philo, Joseph.,

Philostr., Dio Cass., LXX (Jud. 11,92. I.)

Plat., Thuc., LXX, Enoch, Mt., Mk. al., Pap.

Plat., Arist., Polyb., Diod., Dion. Hal., Joseph.,

Aristeas, Paul al., Aquila, Symm., Theodot.,

Pap.

Plat., Aesch., Eur., Soph., Arist., Mk. 15, 37 39,

Philostr. [Mk]

Schmid IV, 160. Xen., Polyb., Aeneas Tact.,

LXX, Mt., Mk., Paul, Rev.

Hipp., Xen., Eur., Com., Plut.

Schmid IV, 161. Plat, Xen., Polyb., LXX,

Mt., Mk., Jn., Pap.

Schmid II, 103. Xen., Plat., Dem., Aeschin.,

LXX, Mk., Jn., Heb., Inscr., Pap.

Schmid III, 120. Plat., Arist., LXX, Joseph.

Plat., Soph.,
1 Dion. Hal., Hdn., Inscr., Pap.

Hipp., Arist., LXX, Judc 8, Plut. [LXX]

Horn., Pind., Plat., Dem. a/., LXX., Mk. 13,

36, Arr., Plut, Galen., Babr., Pap.

Schmid IV, 163. Att. prose and poetry, Paul,

Rev., Luc., Philostr., Inscr., Pap.

Horn., Xen. al., LXX, Joseph.

Schmid I, 264. Hdt, Aeschin., Plat., Dem. al.,

Arist., Dion. Hal., Joseph., Arr., Luc., Plut.

al, Pap.

with gen. Schmid I, 119 (&quot;
seit Hdt. in alien

Schichten der Sprache verbreitet
&quot;) LXX,

Mt. al., Pap.

Schmid III, 123. Hdt., Plat., Diod., Polyb.,

Philo, Ael., Plut., LXX, Pap. [LXX]

Plat., Thuc., Ar., Arist., Dion. Hal., Philo,

Joseph.

Schmid II, 108 f. Soph., Eur., Thuc., Plat.,

Xen., Isocr., Strabo, Luc. al., LXX. [LXX]

Thuc., Plat., Diod., LXX.

1 Oed. Col. 841 (MSS. not editions).

eaAei&amp;lt;co

tedXXo/x(u

t eTravayxcs

t 7ret5i77rep

f i
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7 eTTtKpt

f

f eirivoia

J eTrioi

J e7

f eTTtrpOTTT]

f [eT

epry/xooo

f ei

f tviropia

f evrovus

recognize. Schmid IV, 166. Horn., Aesch.,

Thuc., Plat., Xen., LXX, Mt. al.

Plat., Dem., Arist., Theophr., Dion. Hal., LXX
(Apocr.), Joseph., Plut, Hdn. al., Pap.

Schmid IV, 167. Horn, and other poets, Att.

prose, LXX, Aristeas, Joseph., Luc. al., Pap.

Schmid II, 109 al. Soph., Ar., Thuc., Xen.,

Plat., LXX, Joseph., Aristeas, Arr., Luc. al.,

Pap.

supplies. Dem., Xen., LXX, Joseph., Hdn.,

Inscr.

transitive. Schmid IV, 169. Xen. al., LXX.

Dem., Hipp., Thuc., Polyb., Dion. Hal., Diod.,

LXX (2 Mace. 13, 14), Joseph., Aquila, Pap.

illustrious. Schmid IV, 169. Att. prose,

LXX, Philostr., Pap.- [LXX]

Hdt., Thuc., Plat., Xen., Andocid., poets, LXX,
Philo, Mt. 12, 25, Rev., Pap. [Q]

Schmid IV, 173. Ar., Dem., Lycurg.,Theophr.,

LXX, Joseph., Paul al., Luc., Plut., Paus.

Schmid IV, 173. Ar., Plat., LXX, Philostr.

Plat., Xen., Att. poets, LXX (2 Mace, n, 26),

Joseph., Plut., Pap.

Xen., poetry, Polyb., Joseph., Plut.

Schmid III, 126. Plat., Isocr. al., Mt. 16, 26

(the parallel passage), Pap.

praise. Schmid I, 267. Ar., Att., Polyb.,

Aristeas, Luc.

Thuc., Plat., Xen., Oratt., LXX (4 Reg. 25,

10 A), Philo, Joseph., Arr., Plut., Aquila, Pap.

cf. Schmid I, 267. Ar., Xen., Menand., Diod.,

LXX, Joseph., Pap. (TbP. 678, medical;

Petr. P.)

Schmid IV, 176; Lobeck, Phryn. 323. LXX,
Jn. 4, 52; Heb. 13, 8, Pap. -[LXX]
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B. WORDS FROM THE VOCABULARY OF INDIVIDUAL WRITERS

BEFORE ARISTOTLE

avayvucris

jevvrjros

f 5iajuepicr,u6s

i . From Plato

reading. Schmid I, 299. Plat., LXX, Ari

steas, Paul al., Arr., Luc., Pap.

Schmid I, 299. Plat., Hipp., Polyb., Luc.,

Com., Pap.

Plat., Polyb., LXX, Aristeas, Philo, Joseph.,

Diod., Paul (Nageli, p. 30), Heb., Plut.

forgiveness. Plat, Diod., Dion. Hal., Philo,

Enoch, Paul (Nageli, p. 55) al., Pap.

Schmid I, 299. Plat., Polyb., Diod., Strabo,

LXX, Mt., Mk., Jn., Paul, Arr., Plut., Luc.,

Pap.

Schmid I, 299. Plat., Diod., LXX., Mt. n,

n, Luc. [Q]

Plat., Diod., LXX, Joseph.

Schmid 1, 300. Plat., Arist., LXX, Mk., Luc.,

Plut.

f SiaTrpcr/juareuojuai Plat., Dion. Hal.

dangerous. Schmid I, 300. Hipp., Plat.,

Polyb., LXX (Wisd. 9, 14), Joseph., Aristeas,

Luc., Pap. (?)

2. From Xenophon
Xen.

in geographical sense (specto). Xen., LXX
(Ezek. n, i a/.), Diog. Laert., Hdn., Pap.

Xen., LXX, Mk. 10, 13. [Mk]

t eTrcu dyco put to sea. Xen., LXX (2 Mace. 12,4), Pap.

t [ecT7repii&amp;gt;6s] Xen., LXX, Dio Cass., Athen., Pap.

f a

f /SXevrco
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f avapa6fd&amp;gt;s

f ava\I/vt,s

f avurepiKos

f e/c5i777eojii(H

f a/ycoz/t^ojucu

f do-corcos

f davwTrjs

t e/crapdcr(7co

f avK\L-jrros

3. From Herodotus

Hdt., Dion. Hal., LXX (2 and 3 Mace.), i Pet.

4, 3, Plut., Vett. VaL, Pap.

Schmid III, 1 7 1 . Hdt.
,
Ael.

, LXX, Dio Cass.
,

Inscr. (avaj3anovs Syll. 587, 308, iv B.C.)

4. From Hippocrates

Hipp., LXX, Philo, Strabo, Galen, Eccles.

Hipp., Galen, Epiphan.

Hipp., Arist., LXX, Philo, Joseph., Galen.

Hipp., Herond., Aretaeus, Galen, LXX, Plut.,

Babr., Iambi.

transitive. Hipp., LXX.

5. From Thucydides

with infinitive. Schmid IV, 256, 389. Thuc.,

Diod., Plut., Philostr.

6. From Demosthenes

Dem., Joseph., Polyaen., Dio Cass., Athen.

Schmid I, 309. Dem., LXX, Joseph., Plut.,

Luc., Pap.

7. From Isocrates

Schmid 1,311. Isocr., LXX, Plut., Joseph.,

Dio Cass., Luc., Alciphr.

8. From Hyperides

Hyperides, Diod., Aristeas, Plut., Sext. Emp.,

Inscr., Pap.

t a

C. POETIC EXPRESSIONS

Schmid II, 187. Horn., Trag., Find., Plat.,

Xen., Mt., Mk., LXX, Luc. al., Pap. [Mk]
Schmid I, 318 al. Hdt., Eur., Plat., Joseph.,

LXX, Luc., Philostr., Pap.
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Soph., Eur., Diphil, Apoll. Rhod., Diod., LXX,

Jn. al., Plut., Pap.

murder. Schmid IV, 268. Trag., LXX,
Rev. al.

(&quot; poetic and Ionic,&quot; Liddell and Scott) Plat.,

LXX, Rev., Plut., Inscr. (Syll. 835, 8, iv B.C.)

(j) alvos
(&quot;

Greek poets,&quot; Thayer). LXX, Mt. 21, 16

(LXX), Inscr.

dXeKTcop Schmid I, 319. Poets, LXX, Mt., Mk., Jn.,

Pap. [Mk.]

dX??0co Theophr., Com., Anth., Diod., LXX, Mt. 24, 41

(from Q), Pap. [Q]

Ar., Soph., LXX, Jn., Pap. [LXX]
see again. Schmid IV, 270. Eur., Hdt.,

Plat., Ar., Mt., Mk., Jn., Paus., Inscr., LXX.

Schmid IV, 271 al. Soph., Hdt., Xen., Polyb.,

LXX, Joseph., Luc., Philostr., Inscr.

Schmid I, 320. Horn., Com., Xen., Polyb.,

LXX, Mk., Luc., Philostr., Pap. (BGUIV,
1201, II, ii A.D.)

t a.va.&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;a.\.vw
active. 1 Schmid IV, 273. Horn., Aesch., Eur.,

Plat.

avvdpos Schmid IV, 275. Hdt., Eur., Theophr., LXX,
Mt. 1 2, 43 al., Pap. [Q]

air6KP v&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;os Eur., Callim., Xen., Anth., LXX, Mk. 4, 22,

Col. 2, 3, Vett. Val., Pap. (Jewish magic).

-[Mk]

f dTro/iao-o-ojLMu Schmid IV, 276 al. Com., Dem., Polyb.,

Theocr., LXX (Tob. 7, 17, v. /.), Luc.

t aTTOTivbcraw cf. Schmid I, 348. Eur., LXX, Galen.

teb-o^xw Schmid I, 149 a/. Ar., Bion, Hipp., LXX
(4 Mace. 15, 1 8), Joseph., Arr., Dio Chrys.

al., Pap.

t apyvpoKoiros Phryn. (Com.), LXX, Plut., Inscr. (CI 3154),

Pap.

f apfiv Horn., Com., Inscr., LXX, Joseph., Pap.

1 Schmid indicates that this word is absent from the New Testament, evidently

an oversight.
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pruw

dcrdAeuTos

ao-/3e0Tos

f doTpctTTTco

f arep

f avyr]

f a^avros

| a&amp;lt;fco

f dxXus

/Sdros

Schmid II, 190.- Horn, and the other poets,

Arist., Theophr., Polyb., LXX, Mk. a/., Pap.
-
[Mk]

Schmid I, 149. Eur., LXX, Anth., Diod.,

Heb. 12, 28, Dio Chrys., Plut., Polemon,

[Plat] Axioch. 37oD, Inscr.

Schmid I, 322. Poets, Dion. Hal., LXX (Job.

20, 26 i). 1.}, Philo, Mt. 3, 12, Mk., Strabo,

Luc., AeL, Plut. [Q]

metaphorically. Schmid I, 322. Eur. and

other poets, Hdt, LXX (3 Mace, i, 3),

Joseph., Dion. Hal. al.

Schmid IV, 278. Trag., Ar., late epic, Plat.,

Xen., LXX, Philostr., Pap. (magic).

Poets and late prose, LXX (2 Mace. 12, 15),

Plut., Inscr., Pap.

Schmid IV, 279 al. Poets, Plat., Xen., LXX,
Joseph.

Schmid II, 191. Horn., Pind., Soph., Diod.,

Aristides, Plut.

Schmid III, 186. mostly poetical; Thuc.,Dem.,

LXX, Joseph., Ael., Arr.

Schmid 1, 323 al. Epic, Polyb., Arist., Aquila,

Symm., Joseph., Luc., Philostr.

Schmid I, 322. Horn., Plat., Theocr., Paul

(Nageli, p. 26), Luc., AeL, Plut., Pap.

Schmid I, 323. Trag., Com., Polyb., LXX
(rare), Mt., Mk., Paul, Rev., Arr., Luc., Pap.

Schmid I, 323. Horn., Theophr., Ar., Luc.,

Philostr., LXX, Mk.

Schmid IV, 281. chiefly poetical, and then in

late prose; LXX, Mt., Paul al., Pap.

Com., Polyb., LXX, Philo, Joseph., Strabo,

Plut., Paus., Inscr., Pap. [LXX]

1 Schmid indicates that this word is absent from the New Testament, evidently

an oversight.
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(f) {3paxiuv Horn., Eur., Arist., LXX, Joseph., Jn. 12, 38

(from LXX.), Pap.

Horn., Find., Anth., LXX (Apocr.), 2 Tim. 3,

15 al, Pap.

Schmid II, 192. originally poetical; Polyb,,

Mt. al., LXX., Arr., Aristides, Pap.

Eupolis, Ephipp. (?), LXX, Mt., Galen, Eccles.

-[Q]

Horn., Hermipp., Hipp., LXX.

Aesch., Diphilus (Bekker, Anecd. I, 84), LXX.

Schmid II, 293. Soph., Plat., LXX, Mt.,

Pap.-[Q]
Schmid I, 324. Nicand., Arist., LXX, Joseph.,

Luc., Plut., Pap.

7o77U(Tjuos Anaxandrides, LXX, Paul (Nageli, pp. 26 f.) al.,

M. Anton.

be possessed. Philemon, Mt. al., Aquila,Plut.,

Pap. (PLeid. W vi. 30, Jewish).

Schmid III, 190. Hymn. Horn., Hes., Eur.,

Plat., Xen., Polyb., LXX, Mt. 23, 4, Arr.,

Pap.

I 8taXaXeco Schmid IV, 285. Eur., Polyb., Symm., Joseph.,

Philostr., Alciphr.

fdiaXe/a-os language. Ar., Com., Arist., Polyb., Diod.,

LXX, Philo, Joseph., Plut.

fSiewefoo Schmid I, 314. Alexis, Polyb., Diod., LXX,
Luc.

f 5tai&amp;gt;uco Schmid I, 325 al. Horn., Eur., Xen., Polyb.,

LXX (2 Mace. 12, 17), Joseph., Luc. al.

(cf. Schmid I, 325) Eur., Dion. Hal., Luc.,

Hdn., Aristopho, Plut.

Aesch., Soph., Xen., LXX, Mt., Mk., Paul

(Nageli, p. 26) al., Plut.

reception. Machon, LXX, Plut. ( receptacle,

Hipp.; receipt, Pap.)

Scoria Schmid III, 193.
&quot;

Poetic and Alexandrian

prose.&quot; LXX, Mt., Mk., AeL, Pap.
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f ea

fe^eros

f eKKoXuju/3dco

fe/creXeco

f evvevu

VTv\loffO)

eai&amp;gt;T77S

feTratreco

f eTraKpodojuai

f 7repxo^cu,

71-1/3X7?jua

e7riKei/zcu

t&amp;lt;bn,Ke
AXo&amp;gt;

Aesch., Soph., Ar., Plat., LXX. 1

Horn., Soph., Eur., Hdt., Arist., LXX, Mt. al.,

Pap.

Eur., Manetho, Vett. Val.

Eur., Ar., Diod., Dion. Hal.

Schmid II, 195. Horn., Hes., Pind., Soph.,

Eur., Plat., LXX, Joseph., Luc., Aristides,

Pap.

Machon, Diod., LXX, i Pet. i, 22, M. Anton.,

Polyb., Inscr.

Trag., Pind., Hipp., Mt. 10, 14 = Mk. 6, n,
Plut., LXX, Pap.

Schmid I, 327. Soph., Eur., Anth., LXX, Mt.,

Mk., Arr., Luc.

Schmid I, 314. Ar., LXX, Luc.

Ar., Com. frag., Mt. 27, 59, Jn. 20, 7 (the paral
lel passages), Arr., Athen., Ev. Nicod., Pap.

(BM I, p. no, 826, iii A.D.).

Theognis, Arat, Polyb., Joseph., Mk. 6, 25;

Phil. 2, 23, Opp., Pap.

Schmid III, 197; IV, 294. Horn, al., LXX,
Paul, Luc., Aristides, Philostr., Alciphr., Pap.

Schmid I, 328. Horn., Soph., LXX, Joseph.,

Pap.
Schmid I, 314 a/.

2 -- Plato Comicus, Test. XII
Patr., Luc., Philostr.

Schmid II, 196. Horn., Soph., Eur., Plat.,

LXX, Joseph., Luc., Aristides, M. Anton.

with dative. Schmid IV, 295. chiefly poetical,

LXX, Pap.

Nicostratus, LXX, Mt. 9, 16 = Mk. 2,21, Arr.,

Plut. [Mk]

press upon. Schmid I, 329. Horn., Eur.,

Hdt., Ar., Theocr., Paus., LXX, Joseph.

Horn., Apoll. Rhod., Numen.

1 From Mk. i, 24 if the reading is accepted there.

2 Schmid assigns this word to the LXX by mistake.
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(f) eTuppb-Too Schmid I, 329. Horn., Arist., Polyb., LXX,
Joseph., i Pet. 5, 7 (LXX), Luc., Plut, Pap.

eTTiomdfco Schmid I, 329. Hdt., Soph., Arist., Theophr.,

LXX, Philo, Mt. 17, 5
= Mk. 9, 7, Luc.

f CTTio-rdrTjs
= 6t5d(TKaXos Antiphon (Bekker, Anecd. I, 96).

Schmid IV, 296. Theognis, Theocr., Dion.

Hal., Plut., LXX, Tit. 2, n; 3, 4.

Schmid I, 329. Eur.,Soph., Xen., Polyb.,LXX
(Apocr.), Mt., Paul /., Arr., Luc., Pap.

| &amp;lt;|pelSco
Schmid II, 197 al. Poets, Plato, Polyb., LXX,

Joseph., Aristides, Philostr., Plut.

epi^os or tpl(j)U)v Schmid I, 329. Bacch., Com., LXX, Joseph.,

Aristeas, Mt. 25, 32 f., Luc., Pap.

epirerov Schmid I, 330. Horn., Ar., Pind., Eur.,Callim.,

Theophr., LXX, Rom. i, 23; Jas. 3, 7, Luc.,

Philostr.

erot/idfco active. Schmid IV, 298. chiefly poetic and

late prose; LXX, Paul a/., Arr., Philostr., Pap.

ei&amp;gt;%ieco
intransitive. Eur., Theocr., Anth., Symm., Jas.

5, 13, Plut., M. Anton., Pap.

fei^e/Seco Trag., LXX (4 Mace, n, 5), Joseph., i Tim.

5,4-

f evcfrpoavvT] Schmid I, 331. chiefly poetical; Xen., LXX,
Luc., M. Anton., Pap.

t e&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;dAAo/&amp;gt;icu Horn., Pind. (&quot;rare in
prose,&quot;

Liddell and

Scott), LXX, Plut., Alciphr.

txtfva Schmid I, 331. Trag., Hdt, Plat, Hes.,

Aquila, Mt., Luc.

D. EXPRESSIONS USED BY THE LATER WRITERS

afivaaos substantive; cf. Schmid I, 318. LXX, Enoch,

Paul (Nageli, p. 46), Pap. (magic), Diog.

Laert, Iambi, (the adj. in Aesch., Hdt., Eur.,

Ar., Luc.).

aya6oiroieu LXX, Mk. al., Aristeas, Sext. Emp.

LXX, Heb. i, 9, Jude 24, Clem. Rom., Justin

al.
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cryaXAidco

dTaTr??

a77eXos

f ayi&amp;gt;io-(j.6s

f d7pauXeo&amp;gt;

advvareu

rd a^v/jia

dflereo:

f aipccrts

LXX, Mt. al., Eccles.

LXX, Aristeas, Philo, Paul al, Test. XII Patr.,

Pss. Sol.

angel. LXX, Philo, Joseph., Mt. al.

LXX, Anth., Mt., Paul al, Eccl.

Dion. Hal., LXX, Plut., Inscr.

Arist., Strabo, Plut.

with impersonal subject; cf. Schmid III, 98 al

-LXX, Mt. 17, 20. [LXX]

LXX, Mt. al (the adj. in Plat., Galen, Athen.)

Schmid I, 353. Polyb., Diod., Dion. Hal.,

LXX, Mk., Paul al., Arr., Luc., Plut., Pap.

sect. Schmid IV, 716. Epicurus, Dion. Hal.,

Philo, Arr., Diog. Laert., Sext. Emp., Joseph.,

Plut., Strab.

Diod., LXX, Joseph., Aristeas, Paul, Arr., Plut.,

Inscr. [? LXX]
Polyb., Dion. Hal., LXX, Paul al, Arr., Clem.

Rom., Pap. (G i, ii B.C. literary).

Plut., Philo, Arr., Tatian.

LXX, Philo, Paul.

Schmid I, 353. Symm., Joseph., Arr., Plut.,

Luc., Hdn., Pap. (but in Plat.).

a\a{3affTpov or for the earlier dXd/3a0Tos. LXX, Mk. al., Luc.,
1

Plut., Inscr.

LXX, Joseph., Inscr. (Jewish).

Arist., LXX, Mt. 3, 12, Babr. (?), Pap. [Q]

substant. Arist., LXX, Paul al., Plut., Inscr.

(the adj. in Ar.. Arist., Plut.).

LXX, Mt. al.

Schmid III, 231. Arist., Demetr. de elocut.,

LXX, Ael., Eccles. [LXX]

Diod.,LXX (Ecclus. 43,6), Strabo, Plut., Eccles.

Rom. 7, 9, Eccles., Artemidorus, Sotion, Nilus,

Inscr. (C. I. 2566), (an epic form is quoted
from Nicander).

/caracrrao-ta

f aKpoarrjpiov

aKpofivffTia

f (kcoXurcos

-os

djuapra&amp;gt;X6s,

f avaj3\e\l/Ls

f avade^Ls

1
Lucian, Dial. Mer. 14, 2, not classified by Schmid.
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avade/j-a a curse. LXX, Paul, Anth., Plut., Inscr.

avade/jLarifa LXX, Mk. 14, 71, Inscr.

ava8eupeu Schmid I, 353 at. Theophr., Diod., Heb. 13,

7, Luc., Philostr., Plut.

ava\vu intransitive. Schmid IV, 340. Polyb., LXX
(2 Mace. 8, 25 a/.), Diod., Phil, i, 23, Luc.,

Ael., Philostr., Pap.

f &vavTip(p)r)Tos Polyb., Joseph., Plut., Symm.

t a.vavTip(p)r)Tws Polyb., Inscr. (OGIS. 335, 138, ii B.C.), Diod.,

Pollux, Hesych.

accumbo. Schmid I, 354. Alexis, LXX,
Diod., Jn., Rev., Joseph., Luc., Pap.

LXX, Gal. 5, 12, Justin, Pap.

set forth, declare (mid.). LXX (2 Mace. 3,

9), Gal. 2,2, Artemidor., Plut., Pap (?).

Schmid I, 354. Arist., Polyb., LXX, Arr.,

Luc., Plut., Pap.

without a preceding negative. Schmid I, 354.
&quot; im alteren Griechisch nicht gebrauchlich.&quot;

Thuc., Dem., Ar., LXX, Mt., Luc., Philostr.,

Inscr. [Q]

f avevdeKTos Artemidorus, Eccles., Diog. Laert.

fdferdfco LXX (Judges 6, 29 A), Theodotion (Susanna

14), Justin, Anaphora Pilati, Pap. (OP 34, i,

13, 127 A.D.)

f avevderos Moschion.

f av6oiJLo\oyonai give thanks. LXX, Test. XII Patr., ( agree,

Dem., Polyb., Plut., Pap.).

(f) d^raTroSojua LXX, Rom. 11,9 (LXX), Barnab., Didache.

avra-TTOKpivo^ai Nicomachus Math., Philo, LXX, Rom. 9, 20,

Schol. Pind., Schol. Horn., Justin.

f O.VTLKPVS Hellenistic equivalent for avriKpv in Horn.,

KaravTiKpv in Att. Prep., opposite. Philo,

Pap., LXX (3 Mace. 5, 16).

f d^rt/ierpeco Luc.,
1 Eccles. (cf. dvrtKarajuerpeco TbP.)

Anth., LXX (Wisd. 16, 10), Galen, Eccles.

1 Schmid does not classify. Lucian, Amor. 19.
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Schmid II, 215. Arist., Theophr., Polyb.,

LXX, Strabo., Aristides, Plut., M. Anton.,

Pap. (LP, D, 21, ii B.C.).

Polyb., Diod., LXX (Wisd. 12, 14), Clem.

Rom., Barnab., Apoc. Baruch, Pap.

adv., cf. Schmid III, 102. Arist., Polyb., Ael.,

Diod., LXX, Joseph., Heb. 10, 8, Xen.

Ephes., Inscr.

Polyb., Diod., LXX., Aristeas, Mt., i Thess. 4,

17, Plut., Diog. Laert., Pap.

Herondas, Dion. Hal., Apollon. Dysc., Pap.

LXX (Tob. 10, 12 K), Himer.

Dion. Hal, App., Polyaen., Clem. Alex, (the

active in i Pet. 2, 23).
l

Schmid I, 156. Epicur., Anth., Polyb., Diod.,

LXX, Joseph., Dio Chrys., Plut., M. Anton.,

Alciphr., Inscr.

cf. Schmid II, 176. Polyb., LXX, Mt., Inscr.,

Pap.

uncircumcised. LXX, Philo, Joseph, (in a

different sense, Plut.)

LXX, Mt. 23, 23, Heb. 7,5.- [Q]

Schmid IV, 342. Theophr., Diphil, Diod.,

LXX, Joseph., Luc., Philostr., Alciphr., Pap.

LXX, Paul (Nageli, p. 43) a/., Plut.

t aTTOKardorrao-ts Arist., Epicur., Polyb., Diod., Joseph., Aristeas,

Aretaeus, Plut., Galen, Inscr., Pap. (Liddell

and Scott cite [Plat.] Axioch. 370 B.)

LXX, Mt., Mk., Arr., Artemidorus, Dio Cass.

-[Mk]
LXX, Mt. 28, 2 = Mk. 16, 3, Joseph., Luc.,

2

Diod. [Mk]

Diod., Archimedes, LXX, Joseph., 2 Thess. 2,

3 (Nageli, p. 31), Plut., Justin.

apostleship. Paul, Eccles. (in other senses in

Thuc., Plat., Polyb., LXX, Plut., Pap.).

1
Thackeray, Grammar, I, 260 cites cases from MSS. of LXX.

1 Schmid (I. 380) classes as first used by Lucian.

f a
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o,7T or aero o/icu

f

dporptdco

f

say farewell. LXX, Philo, Joseph., Mk., 2 Cor.

2, 13, Aesop, Liban., Jambl., Pap.

Philo, Joseph., Athen., Cyril, (cf. eKcfroprifa,

OP, 36, ii, 7,9; ii-iiiA. D.).

LXX (Apocr.), Paul (Nageli, p. 43), Aristeas,

Sext. Emp., Clem. Alex., Pap. (cf. airpoaKOTr-

ros, Inscr.).

Schmid III, 233 al. Arist., Polyb., LXX,

Mt., Paul (Nageli, p. 35) al., Arr., Luc., Ael.,

Philostr., Plut., Alciphr., Diog. Laert, Pap.

Callim., Theophr.,LXX, i Cor. 9, 10 (Nageli, p.

31), Dio Chrys., Luc.,
1

Babr., Pap.

Joseph., Justin, Inscr. (10.4363)- ( episcopal,

Eccles.)

&PXiffvvayuyos Mk., Inscr. (Jewish), Pap. (gentile; see Archiv,

11,430).

Anth., Dion. Hal., Plut., Mt. 10, 29, Inscr.

-[Q]
at variance. Schmid I, 356.--Theophr.,

Diod., LXX (Wisd. 18, 10), Joseph., Arr.,

Luc., Plut., Vett. Val. (in diff. sense, Plat.).

Polyb., Diod., LXX, Joseph., Mt., Inscr., Pap.

Schmid 1, 356 al. Hipp., Arist., Polyb., Diod.,

LXX (Apocr.), Joseph., Paul (Nageli, p. 23),

Luc., Philostr., Plut., Pap., Arist., and later

writers.

intransitive. Schmid I, 156. Arist. and later

writers, Aristeas, Mt., Paul al.

choose, appoint. Arist., Diod., Dio Cass.,

LXX, Paul (Nageli, p. 35) al., Pap. ( define/

Att.)

fall asleep. Hermas al. ( awaken/ Anth.)

Mt., Mk., Paul al., Eccles.

Joseph., Mt., Mk., Justin al.

t/3dros, the Hebrew measure (also spelled /3a5os), LXX

(2 Esd. 7, 22 A), Enoch, Joseph.

i
Philopatr. Schmid does not classify, as the piece is probably not genuine. See I,

225.
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5eXiryMa LXX, Mt. 24, 15
= Mk. 13, 14, Rev, Eccles.

fc^Xoco LXX, Mt. 12, 5, Heliod, Pss. Sol, Hernias,

Justin.

t /3ico(7ts
LXX (Ecclus. Prol.). [Justin] Quaest. ad Orth.

124.

Arist, Polyb, Diod, Philo, Paul (Nageli, pp. 31

f.), Strabo, Arr, Plut, M.Anton, Pap.

with ace. of pers. LXX, Paul (Nageli, p. 44),

Joseph, App, Plut, M. Anton, Babr.

f j8paSu7rXo&o Artemid. Oneir. 4, 3-

jSuflifw Schmid IV, 344 f- Arist, Polyb, LXX (2

Mace. 12, 4), i Tim. 6, 9 (Nageli, p. 32), Dio

Chrys, Philostr, Arr, Luc, Alciphr. (cf.

Syll. 324, 7, Ka.Ta(3v6ifa).

f/Supo-eus Artemid. Oneir., Inscr. (CIG 3499), FaP- (FP

121, 15, C. 100 A.D.)

t ya{a Theophr, Polyb, Diod, LXX, Plut, Inscr.

LXX, Joseph, Mk, Jn. 8, 20, Strabo, Inscr.

-[Mk]
Mt, Mk, Paul (Nageli, p. 44), Apollon. De

Constr. [Mk. or Q]

f 7aAu&amp;lt;Ojueu Arist, Callicratidas.

7&amp;lt;Wa Mt, Mk, Orac. Sibyll, Justin al. [Q]

t 7fcocrT77S LXX, Plut.

Schmid I, 357. LXX, Mt. 20, n, Jn, Paul,

Arr, Luc, M. Anton, Pollux, Pap.

Arist, LXX, Joseph, Mt, Mk, Paul (Nageli,

p. 44) al., Achil. Tat, Inscr.

1 6eri8ai/iovia Schmid I, 357.1 --Theophr., Polyb, Diod,

Joseph, Luc, Plut, M. Anton, Inscr.

f SeKaoKra; Schmid IV, 701. Strabo, LXX, Inscr, Pap.

Schmid IV, 24. Polyb, Diod, LXX, Gal. i,

18, Jn. n, 18, Strabo, Plut, Inscr, Pap.

LXX, Paul, Alciphr, Hernias, Justin.

f 5ecrMO(/&amp;gt;6Xa
Schmid I, 3 5 7 . Joseph, Luc , Artemid .

,
Test.

XII Patr, Pap.

1 Schmid marks &quot; not in New Testament,&quot; by mistake.



STYLE AND LITERARY METHOD OF LUKE

bt]vapiov Mt., Mk., Jn., Rev., Arr., Plut., Pap.

8ia/3XeVco Schmid I, 357.* Arist, Mt. 7, 5, Mk. 8, 25,

Luc., Philostr., Plut., M. Anton. [Q]

StdjSoXos devil. Mt. al., Eccles. ( adversary, or

slanderous, Xen., Andocid., Eur., Arist.,

LXX, Past. Epp., Plut.)

f 5ta7077u&quot;co LXX, Clem. Alex., Heliod.

f 5ta,7p777opeco Hdn., Nilus.

covenant. LXX, Mt., Paul al., also once in

Ar. (Birds 439). ( testament, Att., Paul,

Heb., Pap.)

doubt. Mt. 21, 21 = Mk. u, 23, Jas. i, 6.

5iaXoyL&amp;lt;Tfj,6s thought. Dion. Hal., LXX, Paul (Nageli,

p. 32) al., Plut.

fSicworyco explain. Dion. Hal., Themist. Cf. LXX
(2 Mace. 1,4).

f 6ia7roi&amp;gt;eojuat be troubled. LXX, Joseph., Aquila, Hesych.,

Pap.

Schmid III, 236. Polyb., LXX, Joseph., Mt.

al., Ael. (cf. diaffKopTTLcriJios, TbP 24, 55).

command. Arist., LXX, Mk., Pap., (active,

define, Schmid I, 300; Plat. Polyb., Luc.,

Diod., Strabo, Plut., Pap.).

LXX (2 Esd. 4, n), Philo, Rom. 13, 2, Clem.

Rom., Justin, Inscr., Pap.

slay. Polyb., Diod., Dion. Hal., Joseph., Plut.,

Hdn. (active, manage, Schmid I, 115 al.;

Att., Pap.)

Schmid III, 236. Hipp., Arist., Anth., LXX,
Joseph., Mk. 4, 39, Jn. al., Arr., Ael., Plut.,

Hdn. al., Pap. (magic) . [Mk]

translate. Polyb., LXX (2 Mace, i, 36),

Aristeas. explain, Philo, Paul (Nageli, p. 32).

f Steria Philo, Inscr., Pap.

f dLdaXaaffos Dio Chrys.,
2 Clem. Horn, (in a different sense,

Strabo, Dion. Perieg.)

1 Cf. Schmid, IV, 345:
&quot; vor Arist. hat das Wort, aber in anderem Sinn, nur Plat.

Phaed. 86 D.&quot;
z Schmid fails to classify.

bia.Ta.yri

8ieyeipu&amp;gt;
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f SioSeuco Schmid I, 358. Arist., Polyb., LXX, Joseph.,

Anth., Arr., Luc., Plut., Inscr., Pap.

66/ia
1 LXX, Aristeas, Jos., Paul, Mt. 7, n, Plut.

-[Q]

56a glory. LXX, N. T., Eccles.

So^co clothe with splendor. Polyb., LXX, Paul al.

(f) 5vff(3a.ffTa.KTos
2 LXX, Philo, Plut., Cyril., John Chrys.

f 5u8eKa.(j&amp;gt;v \oi&amp;gt; Clem. Rom., Prot. Jac. (the adj. in Orac. Sibyll.

ii, 171 v. /.).

77^60 intransitive. Schmid I, 158. Arist., Polyb.,

Diod., LXX, Paul (Nageli, p. 36) al., Arr.,

Dio Chrys., Pap.

Polyb., Symm., Philo, Paul (Nageli, p. 32),

[Clem. Rom.], Euseb., Pap. (BU 1043, iii A.D.).

hinder. Polyb., Paul, i Pet. 3, 7. (in other

senses, Hipp., Theophr.).

f e5a.(j)ifa raze. LXX, Eccles. ( pave, Arist., Polyb.).
- [LXX]

TO. Wvf] Gentiles. LXX, Paul (Nageli, p. 46) al. (for a

similar use in profane writers, see Schmid II,

217, and cf. CIA, II, 445 ff).

LXX (4 Mace. 5,2), Paul, Rev., Didache al.

Apollod., Diod., Paul, Rev.,Athen.,LXX, Plut.,

Inscr., Pap.

Polyb., LXX, Test. XII Patr., Paul (Nageli,

p. 33) al., Inscr.

Schmid II, 217 al. LXX, Aristeas, Heb. al.,

Aristides, Ael.

Polyb., Theodot., Symm., Hermas al.

church. Mt., Paul al. (cf. LXX).

e/cjudo-o-co Schmid I, 359. Hipp., Trag., Ar., Arist., LXX,

Jn., Luc., Plut., Philostr.

LXX, Evangg. Apocr.

LXX, Philo, Mt. 4, 7 (from Q), i Cor. 10, 9.

Dion. Hal., LXX (2 Mace. 6, 14), Philo, Strabo,

Dioscor., Arr.

1
[Plat.] Def. 4156 is not of early date. * Also Mt. 23, 4 according to text. rec.
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eXata

feXeims

f ejujucufojucu

(f) e

evbvi&amp;gt;a.(jt6u

(f) wrpofjios

ej

t t

f e^aorpctTrrco

eo5os

f eoXe0pefo&amp;gt;jucu

LXX, Sibyll. frag., Test. XII Patr., Mt., Jude
12, Babr.

wonder. LXX, Philo, Mk., Longinus, Stob.

Cicero, LXX (Apoc.), Joseph., Athen., Inscr.

(IMA. 1032, 10).

Schmid I, 359. LXX, Mt. al., Luc.

for eXcta. Schmid I, 360 al. LXX, N. T., Luc.

al., Pap. (also in MSS. of Xen. and Lys.).

LXX, Joseph., Pap.

alms, Mt., Diog. Laert. ( mercy, Callim.,

LXX).
Dion. Hal., Clem. Rom., Polycarp, Iren., Pap.

Joseph. Anii. xvii, 6, 5.

frightened. Theophr., LXX (Apocr.), Rev.

u, 13. ( inspiring fear/ Schmid IV, 291;

Soph., Philostr.).

LXX, Pap. (OP. 495, 5, ii A. D.), Inscr. (Syll.

300,52, ii B.C.).

LXX, Joseph., Mk. 15, 17 v. I., Hennas, Inscr.

(Syll. 857, 13, ii B.C.).

LXX, Menand., Joseph., Mt., Strabo, Plut.,

Alciphr., Pap. (FP. 12, 20; LipsP 34)- [Q]

LXX, Paul, Past. Epp., Hernias, Justin al.

intransitive. Arist., Theophr., Diod., Diosc.,

LXX, Joseph., Arr.

LXX, Plut., Anth., Justin.

LXX, Paul, Rev. al., Enoch, Inscr., Pap.

LXX, Test. XII Patr., Eccles.

Polyb., Diod., LXX, Joseph., Paul, Apollon.

Perg., Pap. (TbP 22, 18, ii B.C.)

Schmid I, 361. Joseph., 2 Tim. 3, 17, Arr.,

Luc., Pap.

LXX, Tryphiodorus.

decease. LXX (Wisd.), Philo, Joseph., 2 Pet.

1,15, Justin Dial. 105.

LXX, Test. XII Patr.
, Joseph. ,

Plut. [LXX]
Schmid I, 361. LXX, Philo, Joseph.. Mt.,

1 Occurs also in Heb. 12, 21, with v.l. e/crpo^uos.
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t e

t eTrapxeta

f 7rLTropevoiJ.ai.

7ri0Ta&amp;lt;ns

f eiri(7T rjpL^(jo

f e7ri(TTpo0i7

f evrurxuaj

Mk. i, 5, Paul, Jas. 5, 16, Luc., Plut., Pap.

Schmid I, 383.
1

Joseph., Luc., Anth., Eccles.

LXX, Paul, Eccles. (cf. eou5efeco, -oco Mk. 9, 12

Arist., LXX, Dion. Hal., Paul, Inscr. (CIA.

4584).

metaphorically. Cicero, Joseph., Strabo. (lit

eral, Schmid I, 158 al.; Arist., Diosc., Dio

Chrys., Ael., Babr., Sext. Emp., LXX).
LXX (i Esd. 3, 3), Joseph., Test. XII Patr.

Plut.

LXX, Rom. 2, 17, Ael.,
2
Arr., Hdn., Artemid.,

Barnab., Didache.

Schmid I, 361. Polyb., Diod., LXX, Joseph.,

Arr., Luc., Plut., Dio Chrys., Inscr., Pap.

Polyb., LXX., Mt. 27, 62, Mk. u, 12, Jn., Pap.

putting on. Arist., LXX, Aristeas, Heb. 6,

2 al., Plut., Inscr. ( attack, Plat. al. Diod.,

Dion. Hal., Aristeas, Inscr., Pap. (TbP 15).

Mt. 6, n. [Q]

Polyb., LXX, Joseph., Plut., Pap.

in various senses. LXX, i Pet. 2, 12; i Tim.

3, i, Luc. 3
(cf. eTTtcr/v-oTreta TbP 5, 189,1186.0.).

attack, LXX (2 Mace. 6, 3). ( care, Schmid I,

362; Polyb., Diod., Luc., Pap.).

Schmid I, 362 al. Arist., LXX, Luc., Philostr.

conversion. LXX (Ecclus. 18, 21; 49, 2).

In other senses Thuc., Joseph., LXX, Arr.,

Philostr., M. Anton., Pap.

Polyb., LXX, Aristeas, Mt., Mk., Plut., Vett.

Val, Pap. (GH 72, iii A. D.).

intrans. Theophr., Diod., LXX (i Mace. 6, 6

A), (transit., Xen., Ecclus. 29, i).

1 Schmid classes as among the words used first or only by Lucian in List E.

2 Schmid does not classify.

3 Dial. dear. 20, 6, the only occurrence of the word noted in profane authors; but

Schmid does not mention it in his word lists.

4 The word occurs also in 2 Cor. n, 28, possibly in this sense.
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ecrcorepos

evdoula

f

eikcupeco

eUKOTTOS
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LXX, Mt. 28, i (the parallel passage), Inscr.

(CI. 9119), Pap. (BM. I p. 132, a horoscope

dated 81 A. D.; GH 112, 15, Christian).

LXX, Mt. 24, 15
= Mk. 13, 14, Arr., Greg.

Nyss. [Mk]

Arist., LXX (2 Mace. 3, 33), Philo, Pollux,

Athen., Pap. (BU 16 R, 12, ii A.D.).

Symm., Heb. 6, 19, Pap.

with ace. pers. Paul al., Justin, Euseb., Heliod.,

Alciphr.
1

good news. Schmid I, 363. Menand., LXX,

Mt., Mk., Paul, i Pet. 4, 17, Rev. 14, 6, App.,

Luc., Plut., Inscr.

Eph. 4, ii
;

2 Tim. 4, 5, Eccles.

Polyb., Diod., Dion. Hal., LXX, N. T. (except

Johannine writings), Pap.

LXX, Mt. n, 26, Paul, Inscr. (CI. 5960).

Philo.

Schmid I, 363. Polyb., Mk. 6, 31 ;
i Cor. 16,

12, Diod., Plut., Luc., Cleom., Pap.

Polyb., LXX (Apocr.), Aristeas, Mt., Mk.,

Joseph., Anth. [Mk, Q]

LXX, Philo, Pss. Sol., Mk. 14, 61, Paul, i Pet.

f eu

&quot;j&quot;
eu^opeco

/ vy

Schmid I, 363. Arist., LXX, Joseph., Luc.

(the active is Attic),

wealthy, prominent. Mk. 15, 43, Joseph.,

Plut., Pap. ( comely, Att. prose and poetry,

LXX, Paul 2
).

be fruitful. Schmid IV, 358. Hipp., Joseph.,

Philostr., Geopon., Galen, Greg. Nyss. ( sail

well, Luc.)

give thanks. Schmid 1,159. Polyb. ,Posidon.,

Diod., LXX, Philo, Joseph., Aristeas, Paul,

Arr., Dio Chrys., Luc., Plut., Inscr., Pap.

^pist. ii, 9 [iii, 12], 2 (codd., not in editions).

2 i Cor. 7, 35; 12, 24. Schmid (II, 113) overlooks these instances in the New

Testament.
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t ec/&amp;gt;?7juepia

Polyb., Diod., LXX (Apocr.), Com., Philo,

Paul al.

LXX (cf. e&amp;lt;?%xepis in Philo, Joseph., Pap.).

E. EXPRESSIONS USED FIRST OR ONLY BY LUKE

f [ayaOovpyeai]

f amco/za

f O.K.O.TO.K.PLTOS

f d

pre/icoz

Eccles. (cf. i Tim. 6, 18, dyafloepyeco).

Pap. (FP in, 8, 95-6 A.D.)

(cf. dXtcryeco, LXX).
set in order. (in other senses, Aristeas, Dio

Cass., Plut., Iren.)

urge to speak.

f cu/&amp;gt;eX6r?7s Vett. Val., Eccles.

t ci(/&amp;gt;iis departure.
3

( arrival, journey, Xen., Dem.,
LXX (3 Mace. 7, 18), Aristeas, Dion. Hal,

Joseph., Luc., Tatian, Pap.)

Basil.

Eustath., Geopon.

Byzantine writers.

be enraged. Euseb. (in other senses, Plat.,

Hipp., Ar., LXX).
Eccles.

Moeris.

1 Lk. 18, 12 K* B; cf. airodeKaTou above, p. 27. The Attic form of the simple verb

is Se/careuw.

2 The Latin form is used in Vitruv. 10, 5, as pulley, and as a nautical term

(probably foresail ) by other writers, e.g., Javolenus, Dig. 50, 16, 242, Schol. on

Juvenal, Sat. 12, 69, and (restored by editors) in Sen., Contr. 7, i, 2; Statius, Silv. 3, 2

30. Whether originally Latin or Greek the word was taken by Luke from current

usage.
3 But the meaning departure is often possible in earlier occurrences, and in Joseph.

Anil, ii, 2, 4 ;
Diod. 13, 112 is perhaps probable.

4 Also Mark 2, 22 according to text. rec.

t )8oXifc

f Sia/careXeyxo/zeu
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promise, agree.

Longus (v.L).

As analysed by these lists the part of Luke s vocabulary taken as

significant for the purposes of the present investigation divides itself

in the following proportions:

A. Common Attic words or words affected by the Atticists 137

B. Words used chiefly by one of the ancient writers 27

C. Words found first or chiefly in poetry . .

D. Words belonging to the post-classical prose, including Aristotle.. . . 202

E. Words first used by Luke 22

These figures may be compared with those of Schmid by means

of the following tables. Table I shows the number of words in each

of the above classes for the several authors. Table II affords a

better means of comparison by giving the same facts reduced to per

centages, 100 per cent in each case being the total number of words

in the writer s vocabulary that are considered significant, i. e. not

of common occurrence in all grades and all ages of ancient Greek

writing.
TABLE I

Class
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TABLE II

Class
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and vulgar,
1 indicates that the margin of error is likely to be on the

side of underrating the classical element in its writers.

But the significant fact about the comparisons is that, in spite of

this large dilution of Luke s vocabulary with post-classical words,

it includes also a large number of Attic words a number quite as

large in proportion as the same element in at least two of Schmid s

authors, Lucian and Aelian.

Of course too much confidence must not be placed upon these

numerical comparisons of vocabulary. The great variety exhibited

by the proportions in the vocabularies of the five authors studied by
Schmid warns us against making too much of slight differences of

proportion. Apparently the Atticists themselves gathered their

vocabulary from the different sources in very different ways.

The value of the study of Luke s vocabulary which we have been

here undertaking seems rather to lie, first, in the endeavor to select

from it those words which may be looked on as significant, and,

second, in arranging those words so as to show the different ele

ments in Luke s vocabulary. Besides, it makes possible a safe com

parison of Luke s vocabulary with that of various other writers.

While the results of such a comparison can not be stated more defi

nitely than the general impressions of every reader of Luke s work,

they are at least better founded. And in particular it justifies itself

by showing that the vocabulary of Luke, while it has its natural

affiliations with the Greek of the Bible, is not so far removed from

the literary style of the Atticists as to be beyond comparison with

them.

The question may be pertinently asked whether the gulf between

New Testament Greek in general and Attic or Atticistic Greek is not

while he lists among the words first used by Lucian

d,7roKi&amp;gt;Xuo LXX, New Testament, Josephus.

dyuerawTjTos New Testament, Philo.

eop/ao-Ti7s New Testament, Josephus.

Note also his omission of these rare words:

SiflaAaffaos New Testament, Strabo, Dio Chrys.

tTravavava LXX, New Testament, Aelian.

1 This is shown by his use of a special sign (f) throughout his lists for words absent

from New Testament Greek, and by his omitting altogether from his summaries of

lists A, B, and C, in IV, 635-679, words occurring in the New Testament.
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being exaggerated in our day owing to our fresh knowledge of the

vernacular Greek through the papyri. If so, the exaggeration is

probably due to two factors, namely, the overrating of the purely

imitative and classical element in the so-called Atticists, and the

underrating of the literary element in the vocabulary of the New
Testament writers. I am inclined to revolt slightly also from the

extreme view of Deissmann and Moulton, who minimize the Semitic

or Biblical or Jewish element in the New Testament and ascribe

such phenomena to the vernacular Greek of the time. I have

already indicated that much of Luke s post-classical vocabulary

appears to be due to a distinctly Jewish-Christian language. This

is probably even more true of his post-classical syntax. And still

more allowance must be made if it is assumed that in some parts of

his work he consciously imitates the LXX or Mark.

3. THE ALLEGED MEDICAL LANGUAGE OF LUKE *

IN the year 1882, W. K. Hobart published under the title
&quot; The

Medical Language of St. Luke,&quot; an elaborate investigation into the

vocabulary of Luke, aiming to show, mainly by quoting parallels

from medical writers, that the language of the third Evangelist has

a distinctly medical tinge. Some attempts in the same direction had

been made before Hobart, 1

though he was acquainted with only

one, an article that appeared in the Gentleman s Magazine for June,

1841. To the large mass of material which Hobart collected no ad

ditions seem to have been made since,
2
though Zahn and Harnack 3

have greatly strengthened the argument by selecting from Hobart

only the most convincing examples.

Hobart summarizes his argument as follows :

&quot; We have in the account of the miracles of healing, or their op-

posites, in the third Gospel and the Acts of the Apostles, medical

language employed.

&quot;In the general narrative, outside of medical subjects, we find,

wherever we have an opportunity of comparing it with the other

New Testament writers, that Luke strongly inclines to the use of

medical language.

* For the Notes on this Chapter see below, pp. 51 ff.
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&quot;

Even where in the general narrative a comparison cannot be in

stituted with other New Testament writers, we find words occurring

uniformly throughout which were in use in medical phraseology,

and which from habit and training a physician would be likely to

employ.
&quot;

In estimating the weight of the argument it should be remem

bered that the evidence is cumulative, and that the words adduced

as examples are very numerous, considering the extent of St. Luke s

writings.&quot;
4

The evidence of Hobart and the thesis for which it was compiled

seem to have been very widely accepted by New Testament schol

ars. Of recent English writers alone who accept this argument (with

more or less caution) the following may be mentioned: Plummer,
3

Hawkins/ Knowling,
7
Ramsay,

8
Chase,

9
Peake,

10
Stanton,

11 Mof-

fatt.
12 Among German scholars Zahn and Harnack 13 have become

the active champions of the theory, and now Harnack 14 claims even

P. W. Schmidt and Clemen as converts, though their conversion

is apparently hardly complete. The former considers that
&quot;

a good

acquaintance with medical art and terminology is the most that can

be asserted of Luke.
&quot; 15 The latter limits medical characteristics

to the
&quot; We &quot;

sections. 16

The arguments of Hobart need testing. A careful examination of

them was recommended some years ago by Johannes Weiss,
17 but

has not been forthcoming. Some writers treat Hobart s work with

respectful attention, others with contempt.
18 A few protests have

been raised against it,
19 but apparently none by English or American

scholars. What is needed is a complete consideration of all the

factors involved. This may be a thankless task, but in view of the

importance attached to the argument from the alleged medical

language in upholding the traditional authorship of Luke and Acts

it is a necessary one.

A great deal of the material so assiduously collected by Hobart

has of itself no independent value. There are many words so com

mon in all kinds of Greek that their appearance in Luke and Acts

and in the medical writers is inevitable, e.g., ctfcupels, airaiTeiv,

airopelv, dcr^aX^s, (3la, and the like. Hobart attributes Luke s use

of avv to the fact that
&quot;

in his professional practice, St. Luke would

have been in the constant habit of employing this word, as it was
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almost always used in the formula of a prescription, etc., and thus

became an almost indispensable word to a physician.&quot;

Plummer has pointed out that of Hobart s long list of words:

&quot; More than eighty per cent are found in LXX, mostly in books

known to St. Luke, and sometimes occurring very frequently in

them. In all such cases it is more reasonable to suppose that Luke s

use of the word is due to his knowledge of LXX, rather than to his

professional training. ... If the expression is also found in pro

fane authors, the chances that medical training had anything to do

with Luke s use of it become very remote. It is unreasonable to

class as in any sense medical such words as aOpo^ew, O.K.OYI, avaipeiv,

ava\a.[j.(3av6ii , avopdovv, airairelv
,
airaXKaaaeiv

, a.7ro\veLv, airopelv,

dcr^dXeta, a^ecris, etc., etc. All of these are frequent in LXX, and

some of them in profane authors also.&quot;
21

The figures for Josephus are no lower. From Krenkel s lists
22

it

appears that of the 400 words in Hobart s index about 300 occur in

both LXX and Josephus, 27 in LXX but not in Josephus, while 67

are in Josephus but not in LXX. 23 So that Josephus, who as a

single author makes a fair parallel to Luke, uses ninety per cent of

the &quot;medical words&quot; listed by Hobart. A comparison of Hobart s

list with the lexica of two profane authors of the same period, Plu

tarch and Lucian,
24 shows that over ninety per cent of the list is found

in one or both of these two authors. Of the remaining thirty or forty

words few seem to have any strikingly medical signification in Luke.

It is clear, therefore, that Hobart s list contains very much that is

without significance, many of his words being common words with

out any special medical use. While he shows most diligently that

the words he catalogues are employed by the medical writers, he

does not show that they are not employed by other writers with no

professional training. Even those \vho accept his argument realize

this.
&quot; He has proved only too much,&quot; says Harnack. 25

Yet it is frequently argued that even when the worthless ex

amples are subtracted from Hobart s list the residue is still quite

sufficient to prove his point, that when the material is thoroughly

sifted, as Weiss recommended, cogent proofs will still remain. For

this reason Zahn and Harnack have selected the most striking ex

amples, and it will evidently be more just for us to confine our argu-
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ment to their selections. For further examination we shall divide

their examples into four general groups:

A. General words

B. Medical words

C. Ordinary words used in a medical sense

D. Longer expressions

In the following lists
&quot; H &quot; means that the example is cited by

Harnack,
&quot; Z &quot;

that it is cited by Zahn. Since most of this chapter
was written, a similar list of selections has appeared in Moffatt s

Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament (1911). Many of

them are coincident with the selections of Harnack and Zahn, the

others are generally less convincing.
26 Some of them are referred to

incidentally throughout this chapter and in the Excursus appended
to it by the letter &quot;M.&quot;

In these lists the occurrence of words in Lucian, Plutarch, Jose-

phus, and LXX is noted, but the citations from Josephus are not

exhaustive as there is no complete lexicon of his works. A few other

notes are appended to the words and expressions in all the lists. A
complete account of the occurrences of these terms in non-medical

writers would occupy a great deal of space.

A. GENERAL WORDS

[a/yowia] (HZ) LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

ava.Ka.6ifa
27

(HM) Plut.

ava\l/v$;Ls (HMZ) LXX.

(HMZ) LXX, Joseph., Luc.

(HMZ) Joseph., Plut., Luc. (Callus 23 v. I.)

acriros (HZ) Joseph., Plut., Luc.

arevifa (z) LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

(3or)6eia (H) LXX (freq.), Joseph., Plut., Luc.
28

(HZ) Joseph., Plut.

29
(HMZ) LXX, Plut.

6/jLTrvtu (HZ) LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

(MZ) LXX, Joseph.,, Plut., Luc. (freq.)

(z) LXX, Joseph., Plut.

(HM) LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.
30

(HZ) LXX, Plut., Luc.
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31
(HZ)

(HM)

(MZ)

(z)

(KMZ)
32

(H)

(H)
32

(ll)

Kpd/3/3aros (H)

6#6* ?7 (HZ )

bdbviov (HZ)

(MZ)

; (z)

(MZ)

(HZ )

TrpoaSo/cdco (HMZ)

(MZ)

(MZ)

rd crtrta (z)

o-r?7ptfco (H)

CTVKO.P.LVOS (MZ)
33

(MZ)

(MZ)

(z)

(HM)

(HMZ)

(z)
34

(z)

(z )

eA/cos (HZ)

(HZ)

(z)

(HMZ)
35

(HZ)

(HMZ)

(MZ)

LXX (4 Mace. 4, 11)

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

LXX, Joseph., Plut.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

Joseph., Plut. (freq.
1

), Luc. (A sin. 2)

Joseph., Plut., Luc.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

LXX, Joseph., Plut.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

LXX, Joseph., Plut.

LXX, Plut.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

Joseph.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

LXX, Plut., Luc.

LXX, Joseph. (Antt. viii. 7, 4 v. I.), Plut.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

B. MEDICAL WORDS

LXX, Joseph., Plut.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

LXX, Joseph., Plut.

LXX, Plut.

Plut.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

Plut., Luc.

LXX, Plut.

LXX, Joseph., Plut.

LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.
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( r,\ T VV T&amp;gt;1n1&amp;lt;-

o Trap yaz oco \Z) .LA.A., iiut.

(rreipa (z) LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

ffcfrubpov
3G

(H)

rpaDjua (z) LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

;6s (H) Plut.

(H) LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

xpcbs (HMZ) LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

C. ORDINARY WORDS USED IN A MEDICAL SENSE

(H) crippled, LXX, Plut., Luc.

(HM) of recovery, LXX, Joseph., Plut.

(HM) of recovery, LXX, Luc.

aTraAAdomo (MZ) of recovery,
37

Joseph., Luc.

aTToAuco (H) of recovery, LXX, Joseph.

dTroxcopew (z) of recovery,

dpxcu = Trepara
3S

(HZ) LXX, Plut.

(HMZ) of blindness,
39

Joseph., Plut., Luc.

(HMZ) of physical injury, LXX, Joseph., Plut.

(HMZ) fit, trance/ LXX, Plut.

(HMZ) examine/
40 Plut.

u (HMZ) of medical care, Luc.

ia (HZ) of medical care, LXX, 41
Plut., Luc.

= ext^a
42

(HZ) Plut., Luc.

(HZ) stop, stanch/
43 Plut.

(H) infect. 44

[naTapalvw] (HZ) fall/ of liquids, LXX, Joseph.
45

K-araSeco (z) bandage/ LXX (Ecclus. 27, 21), Joseph.

K-araTTtTTTco (HMZ) fall/ of persons, LXX, Joseph., Luc.

6dvvao/j.ai (HZ) of pain, LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

(HZ) of sudden change in health, Joseph.

(HMZ) swell/ LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

(HMZ) of convulsions.

O-KOTOS (H) of blindness, LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.

o-uAAaju/Sdfco (z) conceive/ LXX, Plut., Luc.

o-iWxojucu (HZ) be afflicted with,
46 LXX, Joseph., Plut.

;co (H) shroud. 47
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D. LONGER EXPRESSIONS

TTVperos fj.e y as (HMZ)

Tr\T]pr]S XeTrpas (HM)

iv jaarpl
48

(z) LXX
kv yaffrpl (z) LXX (Gen. 25, 21 z&amp;gt;. /.).

49

t at/xaros] (H)
&quot;

frequent from Aesch. down.&quot;

eXaiov Kal olvov (HZ) (evrcxeco eXcito^, LXX, Plut.)
50

cis navlav TreptrpeTTCo
51

(HZ) Luc.

Kara^epofjiai virvu, etc. (HMZ) Joseph., Plut., Luc.

Truperot (HZ) (plural) Joseph., Plut., Luc.

XeTTiSes (HMZ) (dTroTrtTrrco, LXX, Joseph., Plut., Luc.)

(XCTUS, LXX, Joseph., Plut.)

StareXetre 52
(HMZ)

rp?7,ua /3eX6f?7s
53

(HMZ) (rp^jua, Polyb., Joseph., Plut.)

(Pe\6vrj, Plut., Luc.)

aroTro^, rt aroirov (HZ) LXX, Joseph., Plut.

t7nffTO\r]v (MZ)

ou/c aarjiJLOS vroXts (HMZ)

In reviewing these lists anyone familiar with the common vocab

ulary of Hellenistic Greek will easily see that there are few words

in them that are of unusual occurrence. The notes indicate that

for several of these even the medical writers do not offer satisfactory

parallels. List B can not be given too much weight, as it is natural

that any writer s description of purely medical matters should find

parallels in the books of medicine. And if there is any argument
from the cases (List C) where Luke uses words in the same technical

sense as do the doctors, this argument is more than offset by the

many cases quoted by Harnack, Hobart, Moffatt, and Zahn them

selves in which words that have a special technical meaning among
the doctors are used by Luke in an entirely different sense. 54

List D is no doubt the most specious of all. The first two ex

amples, which Harnack calls termini technici for
&quot;

great fever
&quot; and

&quot;

acute leprosy,&quot; are not very convincing when Luke s fondness for

the adjectives jueyas and TrX^prys is remembered;
55 ovbev CLTOTTOV, rl

CLTOTTOV, seem to be regular expressions for something
&quot; out of the

way,&quot; i.e., either criminal or disastrous;
56

d&amp;gt;a5[5cojui e-TrtaroX^ and

similar expressions are common in the papyri.
57

OVK. daryjuos was
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evidently a common litotes and perhaps especially applied to a man s

origin.
68 Is it likely that Luke got these last two phrases from the

letters of Hippocrates, five hundred years old ?
59

Hobart, Zahn, and Harnack all group together the differences be

tween Luke and the parallel passages in Matthew and Mark, and

make a special point of them. 60 These differences, it is claimed,

show the marks of a physician. The examples are of two kinds:

1. Substitution by Luke of synonyms of medical character.

2. Additions, omissions, or changes in the description of patients

or cures that show an interest in medicine.

i. In comparing the language of Luke with the synonyms in

Mark or Matthew, the fact that the term in Luke is found in the

medical writers does not prove that he was a physician, for a well

educated person such as Luke evidently was, even without special

medical training would use more technical terms than a less edu

cated person. The general difference between Luke and the other

synoptists is shown elsewhere to be a marked difference in culture. 61

Harnack admits that three of the examples that he quotes as sub

stitutions of medical synonyms are also verbal improvements, viz. :

ptyav Luke 4, 35 for (jirapa^av Mark i, 26

TrapaAeAujueVos Luke 5,18 for TrapaAurtKos Mark 2, 3

yevo/jievos tv ayuvia [Luke] 22, 44 for 7?paro eK$aju/3eT&amp;lt;j$cu

(&quot;unclassical&quot;) Mark 14, 33

Zahn recognizes verbal improvements in two :
62

K\ivl5iov Luke 5, 19, 24 for /cpd/3/3aros Mark 2, 4, n
i/cjucts Luke 8, 6 for piav Mark 4, 6

Three other examples are in accord with the known preferences of

the Atticists :

Luke 18, 25 forpcu/us Mark 10, 25, Matt. 19, 24
63

Luke 7, 2 for
(3affai&amp;gt;i 6/iefos Matt. 8, 6 64

Luke 6, 48 for /3pox?7 Matt. 7, 25
65

The only other examples of this kind in Harnack and Zahn are:

Luke 6, 48,49 for TrpocrTrtTrroj Matt. 7, 25-27

TTtTTTCO
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TTTOJCriS

pucrts

Luke 8, 44

Luke 20, 12

for

for Sepco

Mark 5, 29

Mark 12 5

But
pu&amp;lt;7ts

is found in the parallel in Mark (5, 25), and Sepco is used

by Luke in the same context (20, 1 1). The remaining examples have

been considered in the lists above. Note that both Josephus (B. J.

i. 17,4) and Lucian (Pkilopseud. 31) use O-V/JLTTLTTT^, as does Luke (6,

49), of a house falling in.

On the other hand a number of good medical terms are found in

Matthew and Mark but not in Luke. Here are a few examples,
those limited in the New Testament to one or both of these evange
lists being marked as in Hobart by an asterisk.

*

Matt., name of a surgical instrument,

cu/zoppoeco Matt., substituted for ovaa tv pvaei at/xaros in

Mark, Luke.

avrjQov Matt. (Hippocr., Theophr et al.)

d(/&amp;gt;p[&quot;co
Mark.

appcocrros Matt., Mark, once elsewhere in New Testament

(i Cor. ii, 30).

Matt, (once in Luke also, from Q)
Matt. (Dioscor., et al.}

Matt.

Matt., Mark,
&quot;

properly to amputate
&quot;

(Swete on

Mark 13, 20).

Matt., Mark (Hippocr,)

Matt.

Matt.

Mark.

of paralysis, Mark. 67

*
7rpocrKe0a.Acuof Mark.

*
TrupeWco Matt., Mark.

Trojpuo-is Mark, Paul (see J. A. Robinson, Epkesians,

p. 264).
*

&amp;lt;TKw\r] Mark (for the medical use of the word, see Hobart,

p. 43 .)
68

*
crjuup^co Mark (Dioscor. and very late writers only).

*
KoAo/36co

*
/cuAAos

*
KV/JLIVOV

*
K(j}V(j}\l/

*
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2. The other arguments for the medical language of Luke based

on a comparison with Matthew and Mark are such general differ

ences as the following:

&quot;

In the description of Jesus healing work Luke sometimes writes more

fully than does Mark, and with greater vividness.&quot; (Zahn, p. 146.)
&quot; Luke often indicates how long the person healed had been afflicted.&quot;

(Zahn, p. 147.)
&quot;

In the cure of the epileptic boy (St. Luke, 9, 38 ff. = St. Mark 9, 17 if.)

St. Luke adds in the description of the patient: e^cu^s Kpa^ei (scil. the evil

spirit) . . . K.O.L ^671$ ciTroxwpeT OLTT avrov avvrplfiov avrov.&quot; These
&quot;

inter

polations elucidate the description of the disease by telling of symptoms that

are characteristic of epilepsy.&quot; (Harnack, pp. 183, 186 f.)

&quot; The addition in both these cases (Luke 6, 6; 22, 50 f.) that it was the right

hand and the right ear respectively is a token of exactness which is specially

intelligible in a physician.&quot; (Harnack, p. 185.)
69

But there are some converse facts in a comparison of the synoptic

Gospels that these writers do not mention :

In Luke 4, 39
= Mark i, 31

== Matt. 8, 15, Luke alone omits the

fact that in curing the woman Jesus took (Matt, touched) her

hand. 70 In fact Luke frequently omits reference to touching or

laying on of hands where Matthew and Mark mention it.
71

Again

with all his
&quot;

special interest in methods of healing
&quot; Luke does not

mention (9, 6) as does Mark (6, 13) that the twelve on their mission

of preaching and practicing anointed their patients with olive oil.

In Matthew (8, 6) the patient healed al the request of a Capernaum

centurion is plainly described, as TrapaXuriKos, but in Luke (7, 2)

merely as one very sick and about to die (KO.KCOS ix^v ryjueXXe^ reXeu-

TO.V}. It is Matthew (5, 39), not Luke (6, 29), that says &quot;right

cheek
&quot;

in Jesus dictum on non-resistance.
72

Even in the healing of the epileptic boy referred to by Harnack,

as just quoted, the facts turn quite the opposite way. As in the case

of another demoniac (Luke 8, 26 ff. = Mark 5, i ff.), Luke omits

or explicitly contradicts all reference to a self-destructive tendency

on the part of the patient. Here he also omits such symptoms as

deafness, dumbness, foaming, grinding the teeth, pining away, fall

ing and rolling, death-like coma on the ground.
73 He also omits

from Mark the question and answer in reference to the duration of

the disease (iraibibStv ,
Mark 9, 21), and the statement that Jesus

took the patient by the hand (Mark 9, 27), and commanded the

spirit not only to leave him but never to return. 74 Still Harnack
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asserts (p. 187);
&quot;

Very nearly all of the alterations and additions

which the third Evangelist has made in the Markan text are most

simply and surely explained from the professional interest of a phy
sician. Indeed, I cannot see that any other explanation is even

possible.&quot;
75

Examples of medical language in an author to have their fullest

weight should be words that are used elsewhere only or mainly in

medical writers. Hobart not only includes many words used fre

quently by other than medical writers, but apparently is at no

pains to show that many of Luke s words are used principally or

exclusively by medical writers. 76 Zahn speaks of his examples as
&quot; words and turns of phrase found elsewhere only in the medical

books,&quot;
77 but does not make plain which of them fulfil this descrip

tion. It is certain that nearly all of them do not. 78

The selected examples of Harnack, Moffatt, and Zahn do not im

press us with their technical character. Yet even if we accepted

them as medical terms, the argument derived from them would not

be fully convincing. It is still possible that they could have been

used by a non-medical man. We have no way of knowing how far

medical language had penetrated into the vocabulary of every day
life. The vocabulary of the doctor and the layman always coincide

to a considerable degree. We know how many of the simpler medi

cal terms are found in common speech to day, especially on the lips

of educated men, and we may well think of conditions in the first

century as in this respect much like our own. It is entirely possible,

then, that much medical language had already become part of com

mon speech.
79 If we are to accept the definition of Hobart as to

what constitutes a medical term, we have already seen that many
such words are found in the LXX, Josephus, Plutarch, and Lucian.

Kennedy indicates that about ten per cent of the more uncommon
words in the LXX are to be found also in Hippocrates. His propor
tion for the New Testament as a whole is nearly as large.

80 In his

study of the Atticists Schmid finds constant affiliations in vocabu

lary between them and Hippocrates and the other medical writers. 81

Medical borrowings have been asserted for Polybius
82 and even

for Xenophon s Anabasis. 83 Many Latin authors also use medical

terms. 84
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Any sound argument for the medical bias of Luke s vocabulary

not only must show a considerable number of terms possibly or

probably medical, but must show that they are more numerous and

of more frequent occurrence than in other writers of his time and

degree of culture. Even were we to accept Hobart s long list of

medical terms, it remains to be proved that the examples are more

abundant and more strikingly coincident with medical language as

we know it than those which could be collected from Josephus,

Philo,
85

Plutarch, or Lucian.
&quot; The evidence is cumulative,&quot;

86 but

it must also be comparative. Otherwise the conclusions will be

thoroughly subjective.
87 The question that presents itself, there

fore, is not whether there are many parallels between the diction of

Luke and that of the medical writings, but whether these parallels

are more numerous or more striking than those which can be found

in non-professional men, writing with the same culture as Luke and

on similar subjects. If not, the argument of Hobart and the rest is

useless.

So far as I know this test has never been applied to the question

of the medical language of Luke. To apply it fully for only one

other author would be a large task, requiring the
&quot;

remarkable in

dustry
&quot;

of another Dr. Hobart. Yet at least a rough test should be

made. In an excursus appended to this chapter is given the result

of a preliminary investigation of the &quot;medical language
&quot;

of Lucian,

carried on in the manner of Hobart, Harnack, and Zahn. Lucian was

chosen as being nearly a contemporary and a fair parallel to Luke.

Both writers have a large vocabulary
8S and a ready command of

Greek. Lucian was an Asiatic Greek who travelled into the western

world. This is also the tradition about Luke the physician.
89 But

otherwise the test was chosen entirely at random.

The results given are very incomplete. But a complete study is

here not necessary, as we are trying to learn, not whether Luke is a

little more medical in diction than his nonprofessional contempo

raries, but whether the difference is striking. And the test case quite

sufficiently proves that it is not. The style of Luke bears no more

evidence of medical training and interest than does the language

of other writers who were not physicians. This result, it must be

confessed, is a purely negative one. It is probably futile to try to

carry the argument further, as Clemen does, and to argue from the
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language of Luke and Acts that a physician could not have written

them. 90 One cannot know to-day what an ancient physician could

not have written. Of course the absence of marked medical traits

does not prove that a doctor did not write Luke and Acts. To

judge from the fragments that remain, Ctesias, the physician, uses

no more medical language in his historical work than did his

contemporary Xenophon, the soldier and historian. 91 So Luke,
&quot;

the beloved physician
&quot; and companion of Paul, may have written

the two books which tradition assigns to him, though their Greek

be no more medical than that of Lucian,
&quot;

the travelling rhetorician

and show-lecturer&quot;; but the so-called medical language of these

books cannot be used as a proof that Luke was their author, nor

even as an argument confirming the tradition of his authorship.

NOTES
1 Editorial Note. The earlier discussion turned on the question whether

&quot;Luke the physician&quot; (Coloss. 4, 14) was the same Luke to whom tradition

ascribed the third Gospel and the Acts (Iren., Euseb., Jerome), or, as Erasmus,

Calvin, and others surmised, another person, expressly distinguished from the

Evangelist by the designation &quot;the physician.&quot; The titles of two i8th century
dissertations belong to the bibliographical inventory; viz., J. G. Winckler, Dis-

sertatio de Luca Ei angdista medico (Lips. 1736, 4&quot;),
and B. G. Clauswitz, De

Luca Evangelista medico ad Coloss. iv. 14 (Halae Magdeburg. 1740, 4). The
former is duly catalogued in the long list of this multitudinous author s publi

cations (e.g., in Meusel), and down to the middle of the igth century it was

regularly cited in the
&quot;

literature
&quot; on Luke, but I discover no evidence that

anybody had seen it in the meanwhile. Clauswitz is likewise unattainable, but

some of his illustrations of the Evangelist s medical knowledge are quoted by
others.

Wettstein, in his edition of the New Testament (1751 ; I, 643) wrote:
&quot; Exer-

cuisse medicinam Paulus ad Colossenses testatur. Eusebius autem et Hiero-

nymus addunt fuisse natione Syrum Antiochensem : utriusque non obscura

prodit indicia in scriptis suis.&quot; The evidences he adduced of Luke s profes

sional use of terms (especially in Luke 4, 38, Acts 13, n) became classical, and

those who plough with his heifer have, as usual, such faith in him that they
deem it superfluous to look up his references or even read his quotations; other

wise some one would have discovered that Galen does not say that physicians
make a technical distinction between big fevers and small ones, but in two

places that
&quot;

big fever
&quot;

is an inaccurate expression (since the nature of a

fever is not denned in quantitative terms) , though common among physicians

(De comp. medic, per genera, iii. 2, Vol. XIII, pp. 572 f. Kiihn; De different,

febrium, i. i, Vol. VII, p. 275; see also his commentary on Hippocrates,

Aphorism, i, ad Aphor. n, Vol. XVII. ii. p. 388). Inaccurate expressions are

quite as likely to be in popular use as to be exclusively professional. In fact,



52 STYLE AND LITERARY METHOD OF LUKE

in the lyth century a physician (Guil. Ader, De aegrotis et morbis Evangclicis,

Toulouse, 1621; reprinted in Critici Sacri, Lond. 1660, Vol. IX, col. 3679 f.),

writing about the miracles of healing in the Gospels, remarked on Luke 4, 38,

(rvvexofJ-tvri irvperui /jLtyaXui,
&quot;

Evangelista loquitur ut vulgus, qui magnas

febrcs vocat, quas Hippocrates in Epidem. & com. 4. sec. 13. acut. dicit acutas,

continuas, causonidcs, ardentcs. Quarum fecit duo genera Galenus: Exquisi-

tam nempe, vel notham.&quot;

Till after the beginning of the loth century, Luke s medical language was a

standing topic in the principal Introductions to the New Testament. J. D.

Michaelis (Einlfitting in die, gottlichcn Schriften dcsNcucn Testaments, 4 Ausg.,

Gottingen, 1788, pp. 1078 f.), citing Clauswitz, adduces irvptros /^7as (Luke

4, 38), ayavia (Luke 22, 43), and dxXus (Acts 13, n), as examples of the

author s professional knowledge. J. G. Eichhorn (Einlcitung in das Ncue Testa

ment, 2 Ausg., Leipzig, 1820, p. 625) disposes of these instances with a com-

monsense observation. See also Winer, Biblischcs Rcalwocrterbuch, 3 AufL,

Leipzig, 1848, II, 34 f.

In the collections from Greek authors to illustrate the New Testament, of

which the i8th century was prolific, many of the supposed technical medical

terms in Luke and Acts are illustrated from authors not suspected of medical

learning; it would perhaps be possible to match in them all the words in Ho-

bart s list which have even a superficial plausibility.

Learned physicians, who should be the best judges, have seldom contributed

even their opinions on the question whether Luke was of their guild. The few

pages which Dr. John Frcind (1675-1728) gives to the subject have therefore

an especial interest, for Freind knew the Greek medical writers not through

indexes or by skimming their pages for an extraneous purpose, but as both a

practitioner, and a historian of ancient medicine, and was besides one of the

most accomplished Grecians of his time. In his History of Physick from the

Time of Galen to the beginning of the Sixteenth Century (1725-26), the first part

of which deals with the Greek physicians, P reind remarks that
&quot;

St. Luke s

Greek comes nearer to the ancient standard than that of any other of the Evan

gelists&quot; a superiority which he attributes to Luke s Greek medical reading;

and that
&quot; no doubt merely because he was a physician, when there is occasion

to speak of distempers or the cure of them [he] makes use of words more proper

for the subject than the others do.&quot; Of these peculiarities of Luke s diction

Freind gives several illustrations (4 ed., London, 1750, I, 222-225). It is

noteworthy that among these none of the words and phrases which have

recently been signalized by laymen as technical terms of Greek medicine are

mentioned; in fact, no instance of a technical term or technical use of terms

is adduced. Luke writes 7rapaXeXu,uefos instead of TrapaXuruos,
&quot;

a word

never used by the ancient Greek Writers
&quot;

(not particularly medical writers;

compare the popular use of z^pm/cos, Galen, DC nat. fac. i. 13 [II, 31 Kiihn];

varepiKos, Galen, DC loc. affect, vii. 5 [VIII, 414] midwife s and woman s

word); ecr-ny 17 pvvLS,
&quot; more simple and more direct as well as more Physi

cal&quot;; LO.TO 7r6.vras (instead of dieau&amp;gt;Qri(Ta.v, kau^ovro), &quot;the word that is

peculiarly proper for healing &quot;;
of the centurion s servant,

&quot;

St. Luke tells us

that they found him not only recovered, but vyiaivovra, in perfect health
&quot;;

so also in Luke 8, 55, eTrecrrpei^e TO irvtvua. [her breath came back],
&quot; which

he puts in, no doubt as being the first sign of coming to life.&quot;

&quot; The same
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accuracy of expression we may see in regard to the lame &quot;

(Acts 3, 7). In

Luke s account of the woman who had the issue of blood (Mark 5, 26, iradovaa.

viro TroXXcoi tarpcof tied ?&amp;gt;o.Tro.vr](jo.oa.
TO. Trap eaurr?s, KCU yur?5e^ cb&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;eX?70eto-a

dXXd p;aXXof els TO x^pov eXfloCcra), Luke gives these particulars &quot;quite

another turn, and softens the passage very much in regard to his faculty, and

instead of relating how much she suffered by the several Physicians, or how she

grew worse upon her remedies, he says only that her distemper was above the

reach of any of them to remove it; ou/c laxva V a7r ovdevos depairevOrjvai.&quot;

So also irpoaai&amp;gt;a\ucraffa is a more &quot;

proper expression
&quot;

for paying a doctor s

bill than Mark s dairavrjcraaa (&quot;squandered.&quot;
The miser in Anthol. xi. 171,

reckons the doctor s pay and rl voouv dairava, and concludes that it is cheaper

to die) .

Freind observes that Basil,
&quot; whom his own continual illness made a phy

sician,&quot; has a great many allusions and similes taken from the art; and he is

inclined to think as others had done that the historian Procopius had a

medical education,
&quot;

for in some things relating to Physick he is remarkably

more minute and circumstantial than we find any other historian
is,&quot;

as he

shows by numerous examples.

Mr. J. K. Walker, in the
&quot; Gentleman s Magazine

&quot;

for 1841 (Part I, pp. 585-

587), refers to Freind as
&quot;

Frend, a medical writer
&quot;

(!), and repeats some of

Freind s illustrations, adding others
&quot; which show with equal certainty the

professional bias of the learned Evangelist, that have, as far as I know, escaped

attention.
&quot; His list contains: vdpuiriKOS, TrapaXeXu/u^os, dxXus, Trapo^va^os

(!), KpcuTrdX??, &amp;lt;rvvexV* v r
l (Luke 4, 38), iacus, Truperots /cat dvaevrtpia avv-

exo^vos; Luke s manipulation of the story of the woman with the issue of

blood (from &quot;Frend s essays&quot;); and the manner of Herod s (Antipas) death,

o-KtoXryKo/SpcoTos (Acts 12, 23). James Smith (Voyage and Ship-wreck of St.

Paul, i ed. 1848; 4 ed. 1880, pp. i ff.) regards Luke 4, 38 (avvf.xo^vq irvptru

jue7dXco), Acts 13, n (dxXus), and the woman with the issue of blood as con

clusive
;
and Lightfoot (on Coloss. 4, 14) deems a reference to Smith sufficient.

Hayman (Smith s Dictionary of the Bible, art.
&quot;

Medicine,&quot; Vol. II [1863],

pp. 298 f. n.) quotes part of Freind s examples, without reference to the source.

Thus the matter stood when Hobart undertook his painstaking investigation,

designed to prove that the third Gospel and Acts were written by a physician,

therefore by Luke the companion of Paul, thus giving the discussion a new,

apologetic turn.

In his book, and in the subsequent discussion, one consideration of funda

mental importance is overlooked. Modern medical terminology is a barbarous

artificial jargon, consisting partly of terms that have come down from the

Greeks, in Greek or translated into Latin, partly of invented terms, coined

after the pattern of the ancient, in a Greek or Latin which is often palpably

counterfeit. Many medical terms, especially the older ones, have come into

common use, frequently supplanting, at least in polite discourse, native Eng
lish words that mean exactly the same thing; and in recent times various

agencies of vulgarization have made the lay public acquainted with hundreds

of doctor s words, which they use or abuse with a self-satisfied feeling

that they are talking the professional lingo.

Greek scientific terminology is the contrary of all this. Its technical terms

were native, not foreign; they were not invented, but were real words of the



54 STYLE AND LITERARY METHOD OF LUKE

living language, and in considerable part the everyday names for the thing,

more exactly denned, if necessary, but not diverted from their meaning. When
the teachers of medicine had occasion to designate things for which the com
mon speech had no satisfactory name, they made descriptive terms from

common words by derivation or composition, conformably to the genius of the

language, with that creative freedom in which Greek surpasses all other tongues.

The meaning of such words, if not their technical definition, was at once evident

to every Greek. These were real words, too, and could come into general use

unhampered by barbarous form or occult significance.

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (&quot;Die griechische Literatur,&quot; in Die Kultur der

Gcgcnwart, I, 8, 2 edit. 1907, p. 50,), writing of Hippocrates, justly says:
&quot;

Offen-

bar muss sich erkennen lassen,dass bereits eine ganz scharfeTerminologic ausge-

bildet ist. Das kann das Griechische (oder vielmehr lonische) schon so friih,

zweifellos fiir viele Teile der Naturwissenschaft. Das Lalcin hat es zu einer

Terminologie iiberhaupt nur in der Jurisprudent gebracht; die modernen

Sprachen bringen es zu keiner, es sei dcnn, sie borgten bei diesen beiden: sie

brauchen Kunstworter, Surrogate, statt der lebendigen, unmittclbar bezeich-

nenden, die das griechische Sprachgefuhl nicht erfindet, sondern findet.&quot;

The ignoring or should I say the ignorance? of this elementary fact

has ludicrous consequences. Thus Walker, Hobart, Harnack, Zahn, and

Moffatt, put down KpcuTrdAr? among the words which show Luke to be

versed in Greek medical literature. But KpauraXri is not a technical term

coined by physicians to designate mysteriously the puking and the dizzy

headache that come after a big dinner and much wine; it is as these scholars

might have read in Galen in so many words (/cpatTrdXas . . . iravres oi

&quot;E\\rjves owyudfouai ras e olvov f3\a(3as rrjs Ke&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;aX?7s, actually quoted in

full by Wettstein on Luke 21, 31, the verse in which Hobart and his pcdiscqui

discover it to be a medical word! ) the vulgar word for that very vulgar ex

perience. Luke did not have to go to medical literature on the diagnosis and

treatment of the ailment to pick up a word that was, so to speak, lying in the

gutter, any more than Aristophanes consulted Hippocrates to know what to

call the consequences of a protracted symposium. And KpaiiraXr] is only a

peculiarly crass example of a pervasive fallacy in the discussion of Luke s

&quot;

technical language.&quot; G. F. M.]

2
See, however, Plummer on Luke 6, i (i/ wx&quot;); 6,40 (KarapTtfoj) and 8, 23 (a.4&amp;gt;virv6u,

fall off to sleep ) As a recently added example should perhaps be mentioned irp-^vni,

Acts i, 18, which according to Chase, Harnack, and Rendel Harris is to be understood

not in the sense of headlong but as swollen, like the form irprjadels from Trt^Trp^t

swell, which has been conjectured for the passage. (See F. H. Chase in Journal of

Theological Studies, XIII (1912), 278 ff.; Rendel Harris in American Journal of Theol

ogy, XVIII (1914), 127-131, and the references there given.) But Chase admits that

&quot;

in a cursory search, I have not discovered any instance of the adjective -rrprjvris in

medical writers in the sense of swollen, inflamed.
&quot; Hobart (p. 186) had already

collected a number of examples that show the use of the adjective by the doctors in the

sense of headlong, frequently connected by them with VWTWS. It is obvious that

little weight can yet be give to this example. As curiosities may be mentioned the

arguments drawn from alleged medical language to maintain Luke s authorship of

Hebrews (Franz Delitzsch, Commentary, 1857 [Eng. trans., 1868-70]), of the Pastoral



ALLEGED MEDICAL LANGUAGE 55

Epistles (R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles, 1909, pp. 339-341), or of Second Peter

(Selwyn, St. Luke the Prophet, 1901, p. 150 n. i) and Ephesians (ibid., p. 103).

3
Zahn, Einleitung in das Ncue Testament, 3d edit. Quoted hereafter (with some ref

erence to the German) chiefly from the English translation, New York, 1909. See

especially III, i6off., 82 f. Harnack, Liikas dcr Arzt, Leipzig, 1906. Quoted (with

some reference to the German) from the English translation, Luke the Physician, Lon

don, 1907. See pp. 13-17 and Appendix I.

4
Hobart, pp. xxxv f.

5 St. Luke (International Critical Commentary), 1896, pp. Ixiii f.

6 Home Synopticae, 1899, p. 154; ^d edit., p. 189.

7
Expositor s Greek Testament, 1900, II, 9-11.

8 S. Paul the Traveller, 1900, p. 205; Luke the Physician, 1908, chap. i.

9
Credibility of Acts, 1902, pp. 13 f.

10 Critical Introduction to the New Testament, 1909, p. 127.

11 The Gospels as Historical Documents, Part II, 1910, pp. 261 ff. (very guarded).

12 Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, 1911, pp. 263 f., 298 ff.

13 Harnack, Luke The Physician, p. 14, n. 2; &quot;I subscribe to the words of Zahn

[Introduction, III, 146], Hobart has proved for every one who can at all appreciate

proof that the author of the Lukan work was a man practised in the scientific language

of Greek medicine in short, a Greek physician.
&quot;

14 Ncue Untersiichungcn zur Apostclgeschichle, 1911, p. 15- (Eng. trans., The Date of

Acts, 1911, pp. i ff.)

15
Festschrift zur Fcicr des 4^0-jahrigen Bcstchcns dcr Universitat Basel, 1910, pp. 16 f.

This is about the position taken by Stanton.

1(i C. Clemen, Hibbert Journal, VIII (1910), 785 f. Compare the earlier and more

direct answer of the same author to Harnack s Lukas in Theologische Rundschau, X

(1907), 97 ff.

17 Meyer s Commentary, Lukas, 8th edit., p. 74.
&quot; Eine methodische Sichtung des

Materials und Zusammenstellung des wirklich Beweisenden ware erwiinscht.&quot;

18
Jtilicher, Einleitung, pp. 407 f. (Eng. trans., pp. 447 f-)-

10 See the articles of P. W. Schmidt and Clemen cited above (notes 15 and 16), and

the protest of Thumb, quoted below (note 79). See also a few pertinent criticisms by

Preuschen in Berliner philol. Wochenschrift, XXVIII (1908), col. 1429 ff.

20 P. 253. Examples could be multiplied indefinitely; e.g., on virepuov Hobart says

(p. 185),
&quot; This word was very familiar to a physician, being the neuter of virepuos, the

feminine of which, virtpu-n, was the name of the palate,&quot; etc.; (p. 272)
&quot;

inro^vvv^L is

peculiar to St. Luke. ... He is the only writer who employs this particular com

pound of fwwu/u for undergirding a ship. . . . The word viro$wwvni was a very com

mon one with medical men &quot;

apparently in the participle, 6 virtfaKus OW), the

membrane lining the thorax (pleura).

21 Plummer, op. cit., p. Ixiv. J. Naylor,
&quot; Luke the Physician and Ancient Medicine,&quot;

in Hibbert Journal, VII (1909), p. 29. says:
&quot;

three hundred and sixty out of Hobart s

four hundred words were to be found in the Septuagint, and many of them would have

been used by any intelligent Greek writing on the same themes.&quot; His figures, amount

ing to ninety per cent, probably include the Apocrypha.
22

Josephus und Lucas, lists II and III, pp. 302 ff.

23 Thus 40 more of Hobart s words, or ten per cent more of his list, appear in Josephus

than in LXX. Krenkel does not include i and 2 Mace, with the LXX, and his lists

are otherwise not quite reliable, but they give a simple and approximate answer to our

question.
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24 D. Wyttenbach, Index graecitalis in Plutarchi opera, Leipzig, 1835. Litdanus

ex rccensionc Caroli Jacobilz, Leipzig, 1836-1841. Vol. IV. Index Graccus.
25 Lukas dcr Arzt, p. 122 n.

26 One of them, tirtirtatv, rests on an inferior reading in Acts 13, n.
27 &quot; Tn this intransitive sense its use seems, with a few exceptions, to be almost alto

gether confined to the medical writers, who employ it to describe patients sitting up in

bed.&quot; (Hobart, p. n.) But laymen used it in the same way as is shown by the scene

at the death-bed of Socrates (Plato, Phaedo, 60 B, ava.Kadifofj.tvos els ri]v KXlv-qv awk-

Ka/xi/ e TO &amp;lt;7/ceAos) and of T hilopoemen (Plut. 368 A, avva.ya.yui&amp;gt; yUoXis tavrov vir aade-

vtLas aveKaOi^tv). Cf. Plut. Alex. 671 D; Xcn. Cyncg. 5, 19 (of a hare).
~6 Occurs twice in the parallel passage in Mark and frequently in Greek writers, see

p. 16.

29 &quot; Almost altogether confined to the medical writers, and very seldom used by
them.&quot; (Hobart, p. 37.) To judge from the examples cited by Hobart it means in

medical writers to cool olT, to have a chill; in Luke it means to expire. So in LXX
(Judg. 4, 21 i . /., Ezek. 21, 7); Babr. 115, u; Herodas 4, 29.

&quot; Used in medical language to signify producing alive, enduing with life.
&quot;

(Hobart, p. 155.) In this sense the word is common in all
&quot;

profane
&quot;

Greek, but Luke,
in accordance with the idiom of the LXX, uses the word in the sense of keep alive,

preserve.
r&amp;gt;1

rjfj.idai rjs occurs in Dion. Hal., Diod., and Strabo; 17^007? is a much commoner

word, used by Thuc., Aristoph., Polyb., Luc., Dion. Hal., Dio Cass., Alciphr. a!., and

by (ialen in the two passages cited by Ilobart, p. 27.
32 &quot;

Besides this passage in St. Luke, tihivapiov appears to be found in only two other

Greek authors, viz. Aristophanes and Arrian.&quot; (Hobart, p. 116.) But Hobart does

not cite medical parallels for K\Lvapiov, K\Lvrj, nXivLSioj or Kpd/J/3a.Tos. Both diminutive

forms occur in M. Anton., Artemidor., and Pollux.

33 No example of this word is quoted by the lexica or by Hobart, p. 152. The latter

cites Diosc. Mat. mcd. i. 181, but he uses crvKopopov and /xopea = avKa.ij.ivta,.

34 The word in this spelling is not quoted from the doctors by Hobart, p. 52 f., nor

is it found elsewhere except in Moeris who condemns it. But ovaevrepLa. is found in

Polyb., Joseph., etc., as well as the doctors.

35 &quot; The noun 6\oK\rjpLa does not seem to be used in the medical writers.&quot; (Hobart,

P- IQ3-)
36 Acts 3, 7 (Tisch., W. II.). Found elsewhere only in Hesychius. Harnack (p. 191)

says:
&quot;

S0w5p6i is a very rare word (e.g., Passow does not give it) ;

&quot;

but he then emends

(?) afyvpov in Hobart s example (Galen, Medicus, 10 bis) to a^vSpov and quotes it as a

parallel. &quot;S^vpbv, the reading of Text. Recept. in Acts, I.e. is found in LXX, Joseph.,

Plut., Luc., and other non-medical writers as well as in Galen, /. c.

37 In some of Hobart s examples the disease is the subject of dTroAXdo-crco as in Acts 19,

12; [Plato] Eryx. 401 C; cf. Soph. Antigone, 422. But in most of them the disease is

in the genitive as in Joseph, (e.g. Antt. vii. 8, i, raxws airaXXayrjaeaOai rfjs voaov), Luc.

(e.g. Abdic. 26, iu KO.I ravrrjv Ka.1 aTraXXarre ijorj rrjs voaov), and other writers.

38
Eurip., Hipp. 762; Herodot. iv. 60; Plut. Cicero, 47, Cato, 38; LXX (Judges 9, 34) ;

and in Philo, Diod., et al. Used in Acts 10, u; n, 5 of the corners of the sheet. &quot;The

technical expression in medical language for the ends of bandages.&quot; (Hobart, p. 218.)
39 Cf. Erotian, Lexicon Hippocrat. s.v. ax^v&Ses- ax^-vs Xeyerai TTOIO. TLS ctyuaiipcuo-is

K.a.1 ffKoria irepl TOVS 64&amp;gt;da\/j.ovs, cos /cat &quot;O^uTjpos kv TJJ i rrjs IXtaSos
&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;r)&amp;lt;rii&amp;gt; [1. 127] ax^vv

6 av TOI air
6&amp;lt;^&amp;gt;da\^u&amp;gt;v t\ov, fj irplv fi
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40 Luke 9, 38. But the word here means rather pity
:

as in Luke i, 48 and often

(over 100 times) in LXX, as is shown by the parallels, Mark 9, 22, /3or]6riaov airXayx-

viadds, Matt. 17, 15, eAeT/ow. For the medical use, see Plut. Quaest. conviv. 682 E,

quoting Hippocrates.
41 Used in Prov. 3, 8 as parallel to la&amp;lt;n.s.

42 Cf. Suidas: drjpia xa.1 TO. danera, ext, 0o.Xa.77ta, 6$eis.
43 Luke 8, 44, where it is an intransitive verb. So Plutarch, Cousol. ad A poll. 106 F

(of a river). To judge from the examples in Hobart, pp. 14 ff., repeated by Harnack,

p. 186, the medical writers used the verb in this sense transitively. Cf. Pollux, IV, 178.
44 It is to be noted that Ramsay (Luke the Physician, pp. 63 f.) disputes this meaning

of the verb and the argument drawn from it. It means, he says, simply fasten upon.
Preuschen also notes that apparently Acts uses the active, but the doctors, when they
mean infect, use the middle.

45
E.g. Job 38, 30, -irdxf n 1

T? Kara/Salvei &airep vduip pkov] Ps. 132, 2 us fj.vpoi&amp;gt;

... TO KCLTafiaivov ?rt irwywvo. . . . 3 cos &amp;lt;5pocros Aep/jo. i
TI Kara/3aLvovaa eiri TO. opr)

Stow; Joseph. Antt. ii. 16, 3 o/j/3pot T aw ovpavov KaTtfiaivov.
46 &quot;

Many exx. in Passow s.v. awexu, I. a.&quot; Grimm-Thayer. Cf. note 55.
47 Hobart (pp. 37 f.) says that this word &quot;

is found only once in classical Greek in

the sense it bears in this passage [Acts 5, 6], to shroud. Eurip. Troad. 378: TreTrXots

avvtaTaX rjaci.v.&quot; But the doctors use the word to mean bandage, compress, con

tract. In these or other senses the word occurs in LXX, Luc., Plut., and other writers,

and in the New Testament in i Cor. 7, 29, but not in Luke or Acts.
48 Luke 21, 23. But it is also in the two parallel passages, Mark 13, 17 and Matt.

24, 19, and twice besides in Matt.
49

\ap.8avw kv yaarpi and av\\a.[j./3a.i&amp;gt;u alone are common in LXX in this sense.
60 LXX (Gen. 28, 18, tirkx^v eXatoy) ;

Plut. Pcricl. 16, eXaiov tirixeovcri..

61 &quot;

This compound of rpkirtiv, though often used in medical language, is not em
ployed exactly in the same sense as in this passage.&quot; (Hobart, p. 268.) Cf. Joseph.
Anlt. ii. 14, I els 6pyi]v (n-ep^Tpa.irkv; ix. 4, 4 TOI)J Trapovras els xa P&amp;lt;&amp;gt;-

v Trepierpfif/e.
62 This exact phrase occurs in Galen, where it applies to voluntary fasting or dieting.

In Acts 27, 33 it applies to an enforced fast, perhaps sea-sickness. See Madan in

Journal oj Theological Studies, VI (1904), p. 116.

53 No exact parallel of this phrase is given by Hobart, p. 60; the nearest, TOV /card

rty @e\6vrjv Tprj^aros, means the puncture made by the needle (Galen, SaJig. in. arlcr.

2 [II, 7 08]).
54 Sec for examples, the notes above on apxai, CK^VX^, 7ri/3X7rw,

and compare the following:

MEDICAL USE LUKE S USE

avaaKevafa cure (Hobart) subvert

fioridaa.
&quot; a current medical term which is applied apparently a nautical term

to all conceivable objects.&quot; (H)

Staxetptfw operate (Hobart) (middle) slay
kXetTrco failure of pulse, etc. (M) see Luke 16, 9; 22, 32.

tira.Kpoa.op.ai. of auscultation (M) hear

7ri&amp;lt;577yuea&amp;gt;
be epidemic (Hobart) sojourn

irrvaaui roll up a bandage (M) roll up a book

laceration, rupture (MZ) fall of a house, ruin

ij concurrence of symptoms (Hobart) concourse of people
treat medically, relieve, succour (Hobart) punish
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The evidence of such words as these is ambiguous, to say the least. Granting that the

words had a technical sense in the medical profession, would not a doctor be the least

likely to use them with a different signification ? Would an English physician be more,
or less, likely than a layman to use in their non-medical sense such common words as

appendix, eruption, operate, pulse, stool, ward ?

55 With fiv (Tvvtxop.tvr) irvptrco ntya\t? substituted by Luke (4, 38) for -jrvpeaaovaa

(Mark i, 30) ; compare 4&amp;gt;6/3if ,ueyaXa&amp;gt; awdxovro, Luke 8, 37. On the former passage Har-

nack, p, 184, says,
&quot;

the medical writers distinguish between slight and great

fevers; therefore, the epithet great in St. Luke is by no means insignificant.&quot; In

reply to this we may quote B. Weiss, Das Leben Jcsu (Eng. trans., 1894, II, 89 n.):
&quot; This is generally regarded as suggestive of Luke s calling of physician, without con

sidering that by no diagnosis could he determine from Mark s laconic account under

which of the kinds of fever distinguished by his Galen this case was to be classed.

[See note i. Ed.] The consideration was much more likely to occur to him that a

fever to cure which Jesus employed miraculous aid could not be an easy one to get rid

of.&quot; To judge from quotations in Hobart the doctors used for severe fevers the adjec
tives 6&S (pp. 32, 53, 127 TUIV o^eunj wo/uafo/uej ajj irvperwv, 178 bis, 210, 233) and

cr&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;o5p6s (pp. 56, 71, 178) rather than fj.iyas. Swexo/xcu Trvptrui is found in Joseph.
Antt. xiii. 15, 5; Oxy. Pap. 896, 33 (316 A.D.)

The argument for TrX^pTjs XeTrpas is stated thus by Hobart (p. 5) :

&quot;

It would seem

that St. Luke by employing two distinct terms TrXifa^s Xe?rpas and Xe?rp6s in his ac

count of these two miracles intended to draw a distinction between the diseases in each

case, either that the disease was of a more aggravated type in one case than in the other,

or else of a different variety. Now we know that leprosy, even as early as the time of

Hippocrates, had assumed three dii ferent forms
(a\4&amp;gt;6s, Xewo?, and yueXas), and it is

probable that in the time of our Lord the disease, as it existed in Palestine, did not

materially differ from the Hippocratic record of it. (See Diet, of the Bible, Art. Leper. )

IlXj7p?7s, in this connection peculiar to St. Luke, is frequently thus used in the medical

writers. Hipp. DC arlc, 5, /cat TrXiypees TT/S vocrov, Hipp. Coac. progn. 187, xX^pees OVTOI.

dffl irvov.&quot; Eew of Hobart s examples are, however, really parallel. Cf. Soph.

A&amp;gt;ltig. 1052, TTJS voaov TrX^pTy? e&amp;lt;us.

56 LXX, Prov. 24, 55 (30, 20), 2 Mace. 14, 23; Joseph. Antt. xi. 5, 2, and often;

Polyb. viii. 27 (29), 6 el a!.; Plut. DC Alex. fortuna, 341 C et al.; Philostr. Apollon. vii.

n, vii. 39; Epictet. iii. 2, 17; Theophr. Hist, plant, i. i, 3; Dion. Hal. Decamp, verb.

25 ter, et al., illustrating both uses of the word as applied by Luke. Eor a number of

other examples, see Wettstein on Luke 23, 41 and Acts 28, 6. (The reference Judith n,
n, should be Job n, n; add Job 27, 6), Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary, s. v.

57 avadidovai kiriaToX^v Oxy. Pap. 237 bis] Eay. Pap. 130; avadidovat. tiri.aToXi.ov

Oxy. Pap. 63, 532; 1295,15; Tebt. Pap. 448; Giss. Pap. I, 69, 4; avadidovai TUTTO.KI.OV

Oxy. Pap. 1063, and scores of other expressions for delivering receipts, contracts, wills,

agreements, etc. With Acts 23, 33, compare Oxy. Pap. 486, n, avtSwKa rw Kparitrr^

f]y(fj.6vL a.va.4&amp;gt;bpiov. Cf. Joseph. Antt. xvi. 10, 9; Diod. xi. 45, avtoume rots e&amp;lt;6pots rdj

tTTio-ToXas.

58 Strabo has OVK ao-Tj/xos TroXis several times; Plutarch has OIIK 00-77^01 [avdpuiroi]

Philo, &amp;lt;t&amp;gt;v\rj
OVK atTTj/uos, and e k\tvQtpuv icrcos KCLI OVK affrj^uv \TTCLTepuv], Dion. Hal. OVK

acrrjuuv Trarepuv, OVK acrTjAtot TroXets, Achilles Tatius tXfvdepos re &v Kai TroXtcos OVK

acrrjuov. If the expression in Acts 21, 39, must be considered the echo of something, it

is much more natural to compare it with tanv yap OVK aa-tjuos EXXTjj wi woXtj at the

beginning of a famous play (Eur. Ion, 8) than with the less similar phrase in the
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Hippocratean Epistles (Epist. 10, Hercher, via iro\iu&amp;gt;v OVK ao^/xos). See W. Nestle,
&quot; An-

klange an Euripides in der Apostelgeschichte,&quot; in Philologus, LIX (1900), pp. 46 fT.

Of Josephus Krenkel (p. 249) says that,
&quot;

bei ihm die Litotes OVK ao-Tj/xos sehr beliebt

ist,&quot;
and gives nine examples. Cf. Lucian, Pseitdol. 4, 0eos ovx b OO-J/^OTOTOS, Eurip.

Here. Fur. 849, avr/p 8 OVK da-rj^os.

59 Of course the letters of Hippocrates are not genuine any more than are the letters

of other literary and political figures of the classical era in Greece. But in confuting the

argument of Hobart and his followers I have taken no advantage of the fact that a

large part of the Hippocratean writings are spurious (Alfred Gudeman, &quot;Literary

Frauds among the Greeks,&quot; in Classical Studies in Honour of Henry Drisler, pp. 56 f.,

69). Galen recognized only eleven as genuine (Comm. in Epidcm., Praef. ad lib. vi.), and

speaks of the forgeries as of quite recent date (Comm. in Hippocr. DC offic. mcd., p. 2,

xOes Kai Trpurjv). The other medical writers from whom Hobart quotes are
&quot;

Aretaeus,
who lived in the first century after Christ, probably in the reign of Nero or Vespasian;

Galen, A.D. 130-200; and Dioscorides, who lived in the first or second century of the

Christian era.&quot; (Hobart, p. vii.) It is not likely that their writings were known to

the almost contemporary evangelist. These objections would probably be met by the

assertion that
&quot; Greek medical language was particularly conservative in its character,

the same class of words being employed in it from the time of Hippocrates to that of

Galen &quot;

(ibid., p. xxx), and that Luke and the other medical writers of his time were

drawing on the current terminology of their profession. If anything like literary de

pendence is to be thought of between Luke and the doctors it must be remembered that

at least in the case of Galen, from whom so many of the examples are quoted, the re

lationship will have to be the other way, for Galen s date was about 200 A.D. Harnack
himself recognizes this. In quoting two striking parallels from Galen to the parable
of the Good Samaritan he says (p. 190 f.): &quot;One might almost imagine that Galen

had read St. Luke. This is not impossible for he had to do with Christians.&quot; Norden,
Antikc Kunstprosa, pp. 518 f., thinks it probable that Galen read the Gospels, and he

quotes a very interesting fragment in which Galen himself refers to the parables of the

Christians.

60
Hobart, pp. 54-85; Zahn, p. 147; Harnack, pp. 182-188.

61 See below, Part II, passim.
62

Introduction, III, 136, n. 13.
63

Lobeck, Phryn. p. 90.
64

Lucian, Soloec. 6. But /ca/cws exovras of Mark i, 32, 34 becomes aaOevouvras in

Luke 4, 40, and eaxarws txti of Mark 5, 23 becomes
dir(Svri&amp;lt;TK6v, Luke 8, 42.

65
Lobeck, Phryn. p. 291.

66 In the same passage, Luke substitutes Qfpcnrevu for Mark s cb^eXew, though the latter

was according to Hobart (p. 2) &quot;in constant use in medical writers as opposed to /SAaTrrco,&quot;

and the former
&quot;

in the strict sense as a medical term means received medical treat

ment &quot;

(Ramsay, Luke the Physician, p. 17), a meaning that it will not possibly bear

in this passage in Luke. Note the correct use of these two words in the two texts of

Tobit 2, 10.

67 See Ropes, James, p. 305.
68 For some others of these words in Matt, and Mark Hobart himself supplies medical

examples, e.g. avrjOov (p. 37), dp/xocm&amp;gt;s (pp. 22, 46, 203), 5uAtfw (p. 239), KV/MVOV

(p. 230), 7ri;pe&amp;lt;7&amp;lt;rw (pp. 31, 33, 85, 98, 121, 196, 213, 272).
69 Note also the suggestion of Burkitt, Gospel History and its Transmission, p. 159 n,

in regard to Matt. 5, 29, 30:
&quot;

It seems to me probable that Luke the Physician pre
ferred to leave out the metaphor of amputation.&quot;
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70 It is of just this verse that Harnack (p. 184) says that Luke &quot;

has, therefore, an
interest in methods of healing.&quot; It is of the next verse that Zahn (p. 147) says,

&quot;

It

is Luke alone . . . who notes that the healing was accomplished by the laying on of

hands (4, 40), where mention of this act is not made in Matthew (8, 16) or in Mark
(i, 34)-&quot;

71 This point will be discussed in Part II.

72 Notice also that the reed which in Mark 15, 19 is used to beat Jesus on the head
is in Matt. 27, 20 put in his right hand as a mockery of the regal sceptre. In the saying
on offences occurring twice in Matthew, once the warning is against an offending eye
or hand (18, 8, Q), once against an offending right eye or right hand (5, 29, 30). The
first version of the doublet is apparently from Mark (9, 43-47), the second form pre

sumably from Q. Shall we say then that Q here shows a doctor s interest, or that John
does because in the account of Malchus ear he like Luke names it as the right ear

(John 18, 10) ? John (5, 5; 9, i) also indicates the duration of diseases that Jesus

cured, and exact data relative to recovery (4, 52, cf. u, 39).

And even were such details more numerous in Luke than in the parallels the motive

might well be literary rather than medical. So the Chronicler in editing the books of

Kings adds the exact year when Asa &quot; was diseased in his feet
&quot;

(i Kings 15, 23 = 2

Chron. 16, 12), and the fact that Uzziah s leprosy &quot;broke forth in his forehead&quot;

(2 Kings 15, 5
= 2 Chron. 26, 19), all of which embellishments are purely literary

according to Torrey, Ezra Studies, p. 234. Such changes of Mark by Luke, Wernle

calls simply legendary. See his comments in Die synoptischc Frage, pp. 28, 29, .33,

on Luke 4, 33; 6,6; 22, 50 respectively.
73 The best parallels to the features of Mark not found in Luke in these two cases of

possession are in the two authorities on epilepsy that Harnack (p. 187, n. i) refers to

in Hobart (p. 17 f.), viz. Hippocrates, Morb. sacr., I, 592 f., Kiihn, and Aretaeus, Sign,

morb. acut. i. 5, cf. Sign. morb. dint. i. 4. The following are the Greek words:

MARK (but not Luke) HIPPOCRATES

aXaXoJ1

a(/&amp;gt;awos tanv

d&amp;lt;ptfei, a.&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;pl^(j3v (Luke nera d&amp;lt;poD) d&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;peet, d&amp;lt;pos e/c TOV crro^aros e/cpeet

rptfet TOVS oSovTas ol ooovres crwr/pet/cacrt

7ri rrjs yrjs tKvXLtro roicn Troai Xa/crtfet

coc7ei veKpos avapXiiti oocnrep aTroOvrjaxicv

dia iravros W/CTOS /cat ^yuepas . . . i]v /cpdfwv e/c VVKT&V /Soa /cat nkxpaytv TO. fj.ev vvurtap TO.

5f /J.eO rjiuitpav

KCLTaKOTTTUV ka.VTOV \ldoiS

TroXXaKts KO.L els Trvp avTov e(3a\fv /cat els vdara ael TI aKaipov dp&vres

ARETAEUS

KWC/KW papvrjKOOi.

^TjpalveTai wtipwal s TIVOS aladrjcnos

dia iravros VVKTOS /cat rj(j.(pa.s aypvirvoi.

e/c T&V
/j.w]/j.elui&amp;gt; (Luke e/c rrjs vroXecos) e^d^paJTrot, dyut/crot

Hippocrates also describes the effects of the
&quot;

sacred disease
&quot; on patients of different

ages, including those
&quot; with whom it has grown up and increased since youth (air6

TraiSlov).&quot; Cf. e/c iraibwOtv in Mark. Note also that Luke 9, 39, substitutes the simple

Xa,u/3dw for Mark s technical term for catalepsy KaraXd/S?/ (9, 18; see references to

Celsus in Swete ad loc.).
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74
Wernle, Die synoptische Frage, p. 24, says of this passage;

&quot; Die Erzahlung vom

Epileptischen, die bei Mr 16 Verse umfasst, erzahlt Lc in 7 Versen, da ihre Einzel-

heiten ihn nicht interessierten.&quot;

75 Ramsay in general accepts the medical language of Luke, but the proof of it drawn

from Luke s changes in Mark he does not &quot; remember to have seen adequately dis

cussed.&quot; His own treatment of these will scarcely supply the want. He says (Luke

the Physician, p. 57 f.) :

&quot; Even in passages that have been taken over by Luke from the Source which we

still possess almost in its original form in the Gospel of Mark, wherever there occurs

any reference to illness or to the medical treatment of sick persons, Luke almost in

variably alters the expression more or less, as in v, 18 he changes the term &quot; a paralytic
&quot;

of Mark ii, 3 to
&quot;

a man who was paralysed.&quot; He could hardly ever rest satisfied with

the popular untrained language used about medical matters by Mark.
&quot;

In some cases the change does not imply really more than is contained in the

original Source, and amounts only to a more scientific and medically accurate descrip

tion of the fact related in the Source. But in other cases a real addition to knowledge

is involved, as appears, e.g., from the following examples:
&quot;

i. Mark iii, i speaks of a man with a withered hand; Luke vi, 6, adds that it

was the right hand : the medical mind demands such specification.

&quot;2. Luke viii, 27 adds to Mark v, 2 that the possessed man had for a long time

worn no clothes : this was a symptom of the insanity that a physician would not will

ingly omit.
&quot;

3. In Luke viii, 55, the physician mentions that Jairus daughter called for food

(cf. Mark v, 42). Various other examples occur.&quot;

Of the three examples given by Ramsay in this passage the first has been considered

above; the second is a case where Luke according to his custom (see Part II) anticipates

a detail which needs explanation in the sequel, the symptom of nakedness is implied

in the luaTicrnevov of Mark 5, 15; the last is apparently a mistake, for the request

that food be given to the girl is found in Mark 5, 43, as well as in Luke. Pfleiderer has

curiously enough made just the converse mistake by overlooking the passage in Luke.

He says (Primitive Christianity, II, 23) that Mark alone has preserved this little touch

of realism. It is moreover Jesus, not Jairus daughter, who in both Gospels calls for

food for her.

76 Out of Hobart s list of more than 400 words I find only five which he speaks of as

altogether or nearly limited in use to medical writers. In three of them he is followed

by Harnack (pp. 188, 193 f.). These three have already been examined above: avaKa-

9iu (note 27); e^iot&quot; (note 29); &amp;lt;rwrreXAco (note 47), and found unsatisfactory. An

other case of Hobart s is kviaxyu, of which he says (pp. 80 f.):
&quot; With respect to this

word it is remarkable that outside of the LXX its use in the transitive sense, to

strengthen, is confined to Hippocrates and St. Luke. All other writers who employ

it do so in the intransitive sense, to prevail, be strong.
&quot; But in its transitive sense

the word occurs apparently only once in Hippocrates (Lex), but in the LXX more

than fifteen times, while in Luke it is found only in the very doubtful passage, [Luke]

22, 43, 44. In Acts 9, 19, on the other hand, it is used in its common intransitive sense.

The fifth example is evfaptu, Luke 12, 16, be fruitful, of which Hobart (p. 144) says,
&quot; used in this sense by St. Luke, Hippocrates and Galen only.&quot; But it is used in this

sense in Josephus B. J. ii. 21, 2 and Philostratus, Apollon. vi. 39; Imag. ii. 34 (cited

by Schmid, Atticismiis, IV, 358), and in Geopon., Greg. Nyss., and other later writers.

In Lucian (Lexiph. 15) it is used in a different sense of ships (though Passow confuses

this with the New Testament passage).
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Harnack makes this claim of one other word, but with as little foundation as the
cases already considered. He says (p. 178; cf. Moffatt, p. 299 n.):

&quot; Nor is it without
significance that the heat is described as Okp^; for this word, rare, I believe, in ordinary
use, and only found here in the New Testament, is among physicians the general term
used for OepnoTrjs, as Hobart (p. 287) shows by very numerous examples.&quot; But an
investigation of the actual occurrence of the two synonyms shows that while in Plato
and Aristotle Oepw occurs less often than eep^oT^, it occurs more often than 6fp^Tr,s in

Greek comedy and lyric poetry, in LXX, in Plutarch and Lucian (see p. 66); it occurs
also in Josephus, Aristides and Aelian, and according to Lobeck (Pliryn. p. 331) in

Ctesias, Pherecrates, Philo, Arrian, etc. It should be observed also that 6^6x775
occurs frequently in medical writings, as in Galen, Humor, comm. ii. 22 (XVI, 283) bis,
and passages cited in Hobart, pp. 67, 81, 82, 83, etc.

With regard to the expressions /cara^epoperas virvu (BaOel and KaTtvfX6fls airo TOU

virvov, Acts 20, q, Harnack (p. 180), says:
&quot; Hobart has (pp. 48 ff.) pointed out that

this word, peculiar to St. Luke in the New Testament, is so usual in medical phraseology
(and only in it) for falling asleep that the word sleep is often omitted. . . .

Passow also only gives medical authorities for KarafcpiaOai and Kara^opa in the sense
of

sleep.&quot; But \Vettstein alone gives examples from Aristotle, Josephus, Diodorus, Plu

tarch, Lucian, Alexander, Herodian, Parthenius, and Kustathius. On the other hand
Thayer (.v. v.) considers both expressions in Acts to have a different meaning from that
found in the doctors and other

&quot;

profane authors.&quot;

The best illustrations of words not found outside the writings of Luke and the doc
tors, avyKvpia (&quot; rare,&quot; Hobart, p. 30) and d^rtp^-os (&quot; very rare,&quot; Hobart, p. 148),

appear to have been overlooked by Hobart s followers. Except for later writers these
words are cited from no other sources. See also List 4, p. 19.

77
Introduction, III, 162, n. 5. In the German, &quot;Worten und Redewendungen die

nur auch bei den Medicinern gebrauchlich sind.&quot;

7S It is doubtful whether the argument for the medical language of Luke gains much
from the fact that the examples used are sometimes found only in Luke among New
Testament writers. It is with particular emphasis that Hobart and JMoffatt star words
peculiar to Luke, and Harnack and Zahn remark frequently,

&quot;

occurs in the New
Testament only in the Lukan writings,&quot;

&quot;

is not met again in the New Testament,&quot;
&quot;

here only in the Xew Testament.,&quot; etc. It must be confessed that in all lexical study
of the New Testament such facts have played an important part; but it seems to the

present writer that their significance has been greatly overestimated. It must be re

membered that the New Testament is, linguistically at least, a merely accidental col

lection of a very limited number of books, on a considerable variety of subjects. As a
result the words peculiar to any New Testament writer (as may be seen from the lists

in the Appendix to Thayer s Lexicon) are many of them words common in all periods
of Greek writing, and typical neither of the vocabulary nor even of the grade of culture
of the author. The words characteristic of a New Testament writer are a very different

kind of list, and cannot be determined without reference to the LXX and profane Greek
as well as to the other writers in the New Testament. If Luke s medical knowledge
is to be proved by his diction, the proof examples should be shown to be both char

acteristically Lukan in this sense and characteristically medical. What words belong
to the latter category it is difficult for us to know to-day. Perhaps it is safe to assume
that the early glossaries to Hippocrates include the terms in his works which would be
obscure to a layman in the age of Luke. Of over 1 700 such words in the combined index
of Franz s edition (Leipzig, 1780) of the glossaries by Erotian, Galen, and Herodotus,
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only one word, 8ia.Tplf3eii&amp;gt;,
is cited as a medical term in Luke by Hobart (p. 221; on

p. i6f. he declines to take irvev/jia, Luke 8, 55, in the sense of
&quot;

respiration
&quot; which the

glossaries give it for Hippocrates). See also note 39.
79 Cf. A. Thumb, Die griechische Sprache im Zeitalter des Hellenismus, Strassburg,

1901, pp. 225 f.

&quot; Fur Quellenuntersuchungen innerhalb der hellenistichen Literatur ergibt sich

noch ein anderer Grundsatz: man darf den Wortschatz zweier oder mehrerer Schrift-

steller, sofern er dem Bestand der KOIM? zugeschrieben werden muss, nicht beniitzen,

um die Abhangigkeit des einem von anderen daraus zu folgern. . . . Dass Lukas eine

Reihe medicinischer Ausdriicke gebraucht, die bei Hippokrates und andern Aerzten

sich fmden, beweist kein Studium der medicinischen Schriften, sondern hochstens die

Kenntnis der iiblichen medicinischen Terminologie: aber manche der Ausdriicke wie

Xt^ & yatrrpi (vgl. neugr. kyyacrrpuvofjiai), eytivos (neugr. ebenso), crrelpa., oder /3e-

\6vri (letzeres statt pa&amp;lt;ts fiir die Nadtl des Chirurgen, neugr. /SeXow) sind jedenfalls

so allgemein gebrauchte Bestandteile der gesprochenen Sprache gewesen, dass ihncn

iiberhaupt kein Wert flir quellenkritische Feststellungen zukommt.&quot;

80
Kenned} ,

Sources of Ncic Testament Greek, pp. 32 f.; cf. pp. 63 f.

81 See the word lists throughout this work. Schmid says (Atticismus, IV, 650):
&quot; Dass die Schriften des Hippokrates auch von Nichtmedicinern in der Atticistenzeit

noch gelesen wurden, zeigen mehrfache Entlehnungen einzelner Ausdriicke des II. bci

unseren Autoren; sie waren nie vergessen; aber einen stiirkeren Einfluss auf die

Diktion der Atticisten hat H. nicht geiibt; nur eine vox Ilippocratea, apaioTrjs, kommt
bei mehreren von ihnen vor.&quot;

82
Gotzeler, DC Polybii eloeutione, p. 15 f., cited by Schmid, /. c. Wundcrer in his

PolyUos-Forschungen, Part I (Leipzig, 1898), pp. 881&quot;., also Finds evidence of medical

knowledge in phrases and proverbial expressions of the historian. Although he con

fesses that the Hellenistic age was characterized by a
&quot;

Verallgemeinerung der medici

nischen Kentnisse,&quot; even among the laymen, he adds,
&quot;

Polybios legt iiberall, wie ich

an den bemerkenswerten Vergleichen zeigen werde, besonderes Interesse fiir medici-

nische Fragen an den Tag und muss in der That eingehende medicinische Studien nicht

bloss in der Jugend, sondern auch wiihrend der Abfassung seines Geschichtswerkes

gemacht haben.&quot;

83 Th. Beck in Correspondenz-Blatt fur Sclnceher. Acrztc, XXXV (1905), ?\o. 24.
84 On medical language in Seneca, for example, see K. F. II. Marx,

&quot;

Uebersichtliche

Anordnung der die Medizin betreffenden Ausspriiche des Philosophen L. Ann. Seneca,

in Abhattdl. d. konigl. Gcsellschajt der Wisscnsch. zu Gollingen, XXII (1877); C. S.

Smith, Metaphor and Comparison in the Epistulac ad Lucilium of L. Annacus Seneca,

Baltimore, 1910, pp. 39 fL, 100 fT.; 1). Stcyns, Elude sur les metaphores el les comparai-
sons dans les ccuvres en prose de Seneqiic le philosophe, Gand, 1907.

85
Wendland, Urchristliche Literaturformen, p. 335, asserts:

&quot; Aber diese [arztlichen]

Kenntnisse gehen nicht iiber das Mass hinaus, das bei gebildeten Laien vorauszusetzen

ist. Eine umfassende, meist fiir ein weites Publikum bestimmte medizinische Litera

tur, darunter zahlreiche von Laien verfasste Schriften, auch offentliche medizinische

Vortrage haben eine gewisse Vertrautheit mit arztlicher Kunst und Terminologie ver-

breitet. Philos Kenntnisse auf dem Gebiete gehen erheblich weiter als die unseres

Autors [Lukas], und doch ist er kein Arzt gewesen.&quot;

86
Hobart, p. xxxvi; cf. Plummer, p. Ixiv.

87 The necessity of comparative evidence is recognized by Zahn (Introduction, III,

130 n. i) in a similar linguistic argument the alleged dependence of Luke on Jose-
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phus but he does not seem to have applied the principle to his own arguments on
the dependence of Luke on the medical writers. In refuting the argument of Krenkel,

&quot;

His method is not to be commended. ... The only list of words which
really belongs here is that of the words common to Luke and Josephus, not found in
the LXX. And this would be significant only if very familiar words were excluded, such
as are found quite universally in literature since Homer.&quot; And he suggests that

&quot;

it

would be necessary to compare other authors known not to be dependent on Josephus,
who might show points of resemblance to Luke in content and form,&quot; such as Philo,
Polybius, and the historians that followed, down to Herodian. &quot;

If this extended in

vestigation should show a special resemblance between Luke and Josephus in language
and

style,&quot; it still could be explained otherwise than by interdependence.
Zahn goes so far in this inconsistent attitude toward the theories of Krenkel and

Hobart that he even rejects the same example when proposed by the former, but ac

cepts it as an argument from the latter. I refer to his treatment of parallels to aM^rai
ytvonwo,., Luke i, 2. He says (Introduction, III, 82 f., n. 5):

&quot; Luke s language does
show the most striking resemblance to that of the medical writers from Hippocrates to

Galen, as has been conclusively shown by Hobart. This is noticeably true in the pro
logue. . . . Hobart cites from Galen not less than 1 1 instances of avro-a-r^ yevd^tvos,
yiveaOai, y^Oai.&quot; Eut a few pages later (p. 130, n. i) he rejects Krenkel s list of

parallels to Luke from Josephus because it contains very familiar words,
&quot;

such as
are found quite universally in literature since Homer. ... In this class belongs also

avTOTrrr,^, Luke i, 2, upon which Krenkel (pp. 55, 56, 305) lays weight; whereas it is

used by Herodotus, iv. 16; Polybius, i. 4, 7, iii. 4, 13, and frequently generally with
ylveaOcu, as in Luke.&quot;

Schmid, Atticismus, I, 431 n., says:
&quot; Es giebt wahrscheinlich keinen griechischen

Prosaiker, dessen Wortvorrat reichhaltiger wiire, als derjenige des Lucian. Die Zahl
der von ihm angewendeten Worter betriigt beilaufig 10,400 (bei Plato etwa 9,900, bei

Polybius etwa 7,700).&quot; For the size of Luke s vocabulary, see above, Chapter I.

Schmid is, however, scarcely right in assigning to Lucian a larger vocabulary than any
other Greek prose writer. Plutarch apparently uses more than 15,000 words according
to a rough calculation in Wyttenbach s Lexicon.

89 Hobart (p. xxxi) notes that both Luke and the medical writers came from Asia
Minor.

30 Some of Clemen s arguments are of interest:
&quot;

Truly the author of these writings employs some medical terms in their technical

sense, but in a few cases he uses them in such a way as no physician would have done.

E.g. in the description of Christ s prayer in Gethsemane his sweat is compared with
6p6fj.@oi aiVaros KarapaivovTCi cirl Trjv yr\v, i.e. not with great drops of blood, as the

English version has it, but with clots of blood, which here of course not even for com
parison s sake can be thought of.&quot;

&quot;

Could a Greek physician represent the good
Samaritan (Luke 10, 34) as pouring on the wounds of the man who had fallen among
robbers oil and wine ?

&quot;

(Hibbcrt Journal, VIII (1910), pp. 785 f.). On dre&amp;lt;raj&amp;gt;

Xe7Tt5s, Acts 9, 18, he writes: &quot;Ein Arzt musste doch wissen, dass dabei nichts vom
Auge abzufallen braucht.&quot; (Theol. Rundschau, X (1907), p. 102.)

91 At the beginning of his treatise
&quot; On the Natural Faculties

&quot;

Galen explicitly

deprecates and renounces the use of technical terms:
&quot;

We, however, for our part, are
convinced that the chief merit of language is clearness, and we know that nothing
detracts so much from this as do unfamiliar terms; accordingly we employ those terms
which the bulk of people (ol iro\\oi) are accustomed to use.&quot; [Brock s translation, in

Locb Classical Library, p. 3.]



EXCURSUS

MEDICAL TERMS IN LUCIAN *

THE object of this study is to investigate the diction of Lucian for

medical terms after the manner adopted by Hobart, Harnack, and

Zahn for Luke.

Of the 400 words in Hobart s index, 300 appear in the index to

Lucian. It would be natural to suppose that there are 100 words in

Lucian but not in Luke that could with equal propriety be called

medical terms, so that the total size of his medical vocabulary would

be no smaller than that of Luke. 1

Of the 100 specially selected examples chosen by Zahn and Har

nack, nearly half are found in Lucian s works. They are so marked
&quot;

Luc.&quot; in the lists above, but it will be worth while to quote a few

of the cases in full:

is used in Luke 21, 26 in the meaning faint, fail, and is cited by
Harnack (p. 197) and Zahn (p. 161) as a medical term.

&quot; But medical writers

use
airo\j/vxei.i&amp;gt; of being chilled, not of swooning or expiring.&quot; (Plummer, ad.

loc.) See the examples in Hobart, p. 166. So Lucian, Vit. auct. 25, and else

where, uses it of limbs growing cold or stiff, like Niobe s.

Lucian, Dial. mar. 7, avopQuaas de
auTi)i&amp;gt;

6 Epju?js yvvalKa Trcry/cdXr/z avdis

kiroirjae, referring to the restoration of the heifer lo to the form of a woman.
&quot;

avopdovv likewise is the usual medical word for the restoring of the members
or parts of the body to their natural position.&quot; (Harnack, p. 189, referring to

the story of Luke 13, n ff.)

In Lucian, Ocyp. 45, the lame (x^Xos 41) attendant is called virrjptrrjs
2 a8v-

varos yoyyvfav yepuv.
&quot; The man of Lystra, lame from his mother s womb,

is described as an avrjp advvaTos rols iroaiv (Acts xiv, 8). See the medical

examples for advvaros in Hobart, p. 46.&quot; (Harnack, p. 193.)

Lucian, Herm. 86, TocravTrjv ax^vv dTrocretcrd/uei os
3 TV b^aTWV. &quot;Hobart,

pp. 44 f. shows that ax^vs, according to Galen, is a distinct disease of the eyes.&quot;

(Harnack, p. 193).

Lucian, Tox. 43, 6 Aeooi&amp;gt; d$eis eKtivov ri/JudviJTa. Cf. Luke 10, 30, ot ATJO-TCU

aTrqXdov a4&amp;gt;evTs rifjiidavrj. On 17^1^975, see above, p. 56, note 31. This, and
not ri/jLi.6avr)s as Harnack says (p. 190), is the word used by Galen.

Lucian, Philopseud. n, vwo exidvrjs drjxd^ra ... TO Qriplov 5a/celi&amp;gt;. &quot;The

fact that the viper (ix&va) is called dypiov is not without significance; for

this is just the medical term that is used for the reptile. . . . Hobart further

* For the notes on this chapter see below, pp. 71 f.

6s
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remarks (loc. cit., p. 51) that Dioscorides uses flryptocSrj/cTos to signify bitten

by a serpent
&quot;

(Harnack, p. 178). Similarly in Lucian s Dipsades a reptile

like the ex&amp;lt;-oVa (4) is called drjplov (6), TrtyUTrpacr^at is used of the swelling from

the bite (4) as in Acts 28, 6 (cf. Hobart, p. 50, Harnack, p. 179), and other

medical details are mentioned with apologies to the medical poet Nicander (9).

Lucian, Dial. mar. n, 2, 17 6ep/j.ri airo rov Trupos. Cf. Acts 28, 4.
&quot; Nor is it

without significance that the heat is described as flep^u??; for this word, rare, I

believe, in ordinary use, and only found here in the New Testament, is among
physicians the general term used for 6epfj.6rr]s, as Hobart (p. 287) shows by very
numerous examples.&quot; (Harnack, p. 178.) As a matter of fact the doctors use

flepyuorrjs also, e.g. Galen, Humor, comm. ii. 22 (XVI, 283 bis). See above, p. 62,

note 76.

Lucian, Dial. mart. 28, 2, ardpa /ecu cvyoyos otereAecras. On areTpa see Zahn,

p. 160. With the construction of cuareXko
(&quot; very much used in medical lan

guage
&quot;

Hobart, p. 278) compare do-trot oiareAetre, Acts 27, 33 in List D
above (p. 45).

Lucian, Dial, mcrclr. 2, 4, es virvov K.o.rr\vk\Qr\v . Cf. Acts 20, 9, Ka.Ta(f)ep6fj.evos

VTTVUI /3a#et
4

. . . naTevtydtLS airb rou virvov. Passow only gives medical

authorities for Kara^epeaOaL in the sense of sleep; cf. the multitude of instances

quoted by Hobart (from Hippocrates to Galen), some of which closely coincide

with the passage we are considering.&quot; (Harnack, p. 180.) One of Hobart s

instances has na.rtvt\Qtvras els VTCVOV, but none use \nrvw or CLTTO TOV virvov.
&quot;

Let it be observed that Luke avoids the following terms for sickness which

are not customary with medical men, /uaAa/da, /Sdo-a.i os, (3acrai&amp;gt;ieadaL (Matt, iv,

24, viii, 6, ridiculed by Lucian, Solocc.
6).&quot; (Zahn, p. 160.)

Lucian, Vcra hist. i. 22, crvXKafir] TO 6Lt,(3pvov. For o uAAa;U/3a; co without

ev yacrrpi of conception see Luke i, 24, 36; Zahn, p. 160.

Lucian speaks of lunatics, Philopscud. 16, /caro.TrtTrroi ras vrpos rr\v at\i]vrjv

. . . KCLL a([)pov
:

iri/j.ir\aiJLei&amp;gt;ovs TO aro/za. Tox. 24, eAe7ero 6e KO.L KaraTrtTrret^

Trpos Tr/i GtMjvriv av^avoiJ.ei rjv.

&quot;

KaraTrtTrrco here only in the New Testa

ment can also be vouched for from medical language (Hobart, pp. 50 f.).&quot;

(Harnack, p. 179.)
&quot;

KaraTrtTrretv, peculiar to St. Luke, is used of persons

falling down suddenly from wounds, or in epileptic fits.&quot; (Hobart, p. 50.)

Though all these general observations are significant, yet for any

comparison of Lucian with Luke it would not be fair to match the

whole extent of Lucian s writings against Luke s work of only 150

pages. One point in Hobart s argument is that his
&quot;

examples are

very numerous considering the extent of St. Luke s writings.&quot; Are

the
&quot; medical terms

&quot;

of Lucian as numerous proportionately as the

medical terms of Luke ?

To answer this question a small section of Lucian was examined

more minutely for comparison. Three pieces, the Alexander, the

second part of the True History, and the Death of Peregrinus were

chosen purely on the basis of subject matter as forming a kind of

parallel to Luke s stories of miracles and travel and martyrdom.
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The total extent of these three writings of Lucian is about half that

of the works of Luke.

In this limited section of Lucian were found about 115 of the

words considered medical by Hobart, or over one-fourth of his entire

list. It was also found that these words occur about half as often

in this section of Lucian as they do in Luke s work of twice the size.

In other words, the frequency of occurrence of these words is about

the same in the two writers. And this fact is all the more remark

able in view of the fact that many words are included which are

distinguished by Hobart as especially frequent in Luke and used

by him much oftener than by other New Testament writers. 6

Still more remarkable are the figures for that other class of words

on which Hobart lays so much weight the words peculiar to Luke

in the New Testament. About 75 of this class, or about one-fourth

of all the words starred by Hobart, are found in the section of Lucian

examined, and, as for frequency of occurrence, it actually appears

that these words &quot;

peculiar to Luke &quot;

occur at least twice as often

in Lucian as they do in Luke himself. The times of occurrence of

these 75 words in the three writings are very nearly as follows:

Luke 50

Acts 75

Lucian (section the size of Luke or Acts) . . 150

But of course it is not necessary to limit our study of medical

terms in Lucian to those words which happen also to occur in Luke.

The parallel should be made quite independently of Luke, but after

the manner and method of Hobart, Harnack, and Zahn, especially

the two last. Accordingly, from the 75 pages of Lucian examined,

I have formed four lists of words corresponding to the four lists

formed for Luke from the examples of Harnack and Zahn. In ad

dition I have compiled a fifth list of the kind already suggested,
7 of

words whose use in extant writers seems to connect Lucian with Hip

pocrates and the doctors. It will be remembered that such a list

has not been produced for Luke. Those who put weight on the

evidence of words in Luke but not in the other New Testament

writers will observe that these words occur neither in Luke nor, with

few exceptions, elsewhere in the New Testament. 8
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A. GENERAL WORDS

1. Words of rare occurrence but found in medical writers.

2. Words used frequently by doctors, or akin to such words.

3. Words used by doctors as technical terms.

;, cf. Hobart, p. 33. MoXu/35iws, Hipp. al.

;dco, Aret. al. bdbvivos, cf. Hobart, pp. 218 f.

dTraprdco 6jU(,xAcb?7s, Theophr., Cans, plant.

yaXaKT&drjs, Hipp. 7rapa/3uco

^epbvnov, Hipp. al. TreptTr^eco, cf. Hobart, p. 236.

i, diet, Hipp. cr/cei/as, of medical examination,
o, cf. Hobart, p. 236. Hipp.

), Theophr. Hist, plant. o-Keuaoros, cf. Hobart, p. 232.

;, cf. Hobart, p. 280. cmXXa, Hipp. al.

3tw, of eye salve, Rev. 3, 18. avjKo\\aoj, cf. Hobart, p. 128.

c^reptco^r?, Hipp., Arist.,Theophr. avvaywyevs, a kind of muscle,

epos, Hipp. al. Hipp.

Tri5rjij.ia, cf. Hobart, p. 188. rpUTrdco, Hipp. al.

Kara/cA[(7,s, a way of lying in rvpfiri, Hipp. al.

bed, Hipp., cf. Hobart, p. 69. virepm{jiir\r]iu, Hipp, al., cf. Ho-

&amp;gt;, Hipp. al. bart, p. 107.

r, cautery, Heb. 6, 8. vTroTrinir\rnu }
cf. Hobart, p. 107.

), of ulcers, Hipp. UTTOTU^CO

KoAAa, cf. Hobart, p. 128. uTro^ptrrco, rare outside of Lucian,

/, apophysis of a bone but found in Galen,

(term. tech.). xaw/w, cf. Hobart, p. 33.

B. MEDICAL WORDS*

a\6&(j&amp;gt;a.p[j.a.Kov, medical writers noXonvvdr) (KoXonwdivos ) ,
Diosc.

al.

&amp;gt;, Hipp. al. Kvr/jils

KVtt)

eAAe/5opos (eAAe/3optfco) Aufco

e/ieco, Rev. 3, 16 ^aXax n, medical writers

,
Rev. MPOS, Rev. 19, 1 6

13

*
Diseases, medicines, and parts of the body.
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C. ORDINARY WORDS USED IN A MEDICAL SENSE *

OLKOTTOV (sc. (frapfjiaKov) , painkiller, Alex. 22. Cf. Galen s work,

vrept aKoiruv, and elsewhere in Galen.

apuoyf], joint of the body, Alex. 14. Only Galen XIX, 460, cf. II,

734, ed. Kiihn, are cited in the lexica for this meaning.

apTrjpia, wind pipe/ Alex. 26. Frequently so in the doctors.

Si?77eojucu, of the post mortem account, Peregr. 44. Cf. Hobart,

pp. 229 f.

dpLfj.vs, of drugs, Peregr. 45. Hipp., Theophr., Diosc., Galen. In

Hipp. Fract. 769 it is used without
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;dpjuaKoi&amp;gt;

in the same sense.

eTricr/coTrea;, of medical examination, Peregr. 44. So used by Galen. 9

ffrpovdiov, as name of a plant, A lex. 12.
&quot; Name of plant in Hipp.,

Theophr., Diosc., et al.&quot; (Passow, s.v.). Contrast Luke 12, 6.

\bvxpbv (without uScop), cold water, Peregr. 44. Hippocr. et al.

So Matt. 10, 42, but not Mark 9, 41, nor in Luke.

D. LONGER EXPRESSIONS

Truperos juaXa cr&amp;lt;o5p6s, Peregr. 44.

\evKos rr,v xpoav, Alex. 3.

Tr]v xpoav exew, Peregr. 33.

17 xetp

els jucmaf e///3aAAco, Alex. 30.
10

aatros e/ca^ei ero, Fera 7w^. ii. 24. Cf. Acts 27, 33.

SiareAeco xpcbjuews, yl/g^. 5. Cf. Galen, Comp. med. sec. loc. vii. 2

(XII, 19, Kiihn), ^ap^d/cots xpcbjuefoi 6iareXwc7tf
,
cited by Hobart,

p. 278.

ffK&amp;lt;jo\r]Ku&amp;gt;v eaas, Alex. 59.
&quot;

cr/obX?^ is used both of worms in sores

and of intestinal worms,&quot; Hobart, p. 43, quoting this passage.

avaia6t]T&s txtw, Vera hist. ii. i. Hipp.

avij,fj.vco TO arojua, ibid., ii. i. Hipp.
6 tarpos jueraKXry^eis, Peregr. 44.

&quot; These two compounds of KaXeco

[etcr/caXeco, ^ra/&amp;lt;aXeco], peculiar to St. Luke, were used in medical

language for to call in or send for a physician,&quot; Hobart,

pp. 219 f.
11

*
By both Lucian and the medical writers.
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E. SPECIAL LIST CONNECTING LUCIAN AND THE

MEDICAL WRITERS 12

1. Words apparently found elsewhere only in the medical

writers.

2. Words found in no writer before Polybius except Hippocrates.

dXea Hipp. al.

a/z/3Xua&amp;gt;7reco Hipp., not in Attic writers.

Theophr., Diosc.

Stephanus quotes only Hipp, besides.

Diosc.; Passow cites no other authors.

Ka.Ta6ri\vvu) Lexica refer only to Luc. (ter) and Hipp.

KarappaTmo Hipp., Galen.

Ko\\vpiov Hipp., Galen., Diosc., Rev. 3, 18.

Kopv^t] Lexica refer only to medical writers besides,

jucurrtx?? Theophr., Diosc.

7rpoaoK6\\(jo Aretaeus and later writers.

av\\6i(3o(j.ai Hipp., Arist.

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;Ao7juos frequent in Hipp.

The following observations may also be made:

1. Hippocrates is directly referred to in Vera hist. ii. 7, IiriroKparei

TO) Ko&amp;gt;o&amp;gt; tarpw.

2. Vera hist. ii. 47 closes in much the same way as Galen makes
his transitions between the seventeen books of his De usu partium,

e.g., Book vi, ad Jin., wept &v cnravTuv 6 efaffi rw6e \6yos e^rjj^aerai.

3. The preface to the Alexander has a certain resemblance to the

preface of Dioscorides Materia medica. This, it will be remem

bered, is the preface that Luke is said to have imitated. 13 Its re

semblance to Luke and Lucian is equally close.

4. If the medical coloring of certain passages is to be examined,
as Harnack, pp. 15 f, 176 ff., examines the story of Acts 28, 3-10,

probably Alex. 21, or Peregr. 44, 45, would make a sufficient parallel.

5. Harnack (p. 175) suggests as one of the traces of the author s

medical profession that
&quot;

the language may be coloured by the

language of physicians (medical technical terms, metaphors of

medical character, etc.).&quot; For medical technical terms, see Lists
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B and C; for metaphors of medical character, see O. Schmidt,

Metapher und Gleichnis in den Sckriften Lukians, 1897, pp. 13 ff.

6. Harnack (p. 176) says that these signs will
&quot;

compel us to be

lieve that the author was a physician if ... in those passages

where the author speaks as an eyewitness medical traits are espe

cially and prominently apparent.&quot; In Peregr. 44, 45, and in many
other places where the medical traits are most numerous, Lucian

also is writing as an eyewitness even in the True History \

These suggestions do not exhaust the passages in Lucian, but

probably they are enough for our purpose. Already they match

in nearly every detail the evidence produced for the medical pro

fession of Luke. And if the amount of Lucian examined should be

doubled so as to equal in extent the writings of Luke, and if we

then should
&quot;

spend a lifetime
&quot;

in going through the twenty-five

volumes containing the writings of Hippocrates, Galen, Dioscorides,

and Aretaeus, with occasional glimpses at Theophrastus, to collect

the occurrences of words and note coincidences in their usage or

combination with this part of Lucian, there can be no doubt that

such an investigation could produce a volume quite as large as Ho-

bart s, and that the best examples selected from it would be found

quite as cogent as those of Harnack, Mofiatt, and Zahn, to prove

by his
&quot;

medical language
&quot;

that Lucian was a physician.

NOTES
1 The following words occurring in Lucian but not in Luke or Acts are explicitly

mentioned as medical terms by Hobart himself in the course of his book (pages of

Hobart in brackets) : aytcv (Si), adv^La (280), avadoais (260), avavevu (240), avairvtu

(236), avap-irafa (244), affKrjais (263), &TO.KTOS (222), arovos (241), a^opos (i44)&amp;gt;

/Si/Jpwo-KW (42), &amp;lt;5toxAo (232), doxelov (158), eap7rdf (244), e&amp;lt;e&amp;lt;5piia&amp;gt; (260), rira-

pctTTCo (93), eu^opos (144), KCLTavaXiffKU (16), Karopdou (262), oAo/cXrypos (193), Trtefco

(62), Tripos, -but, -aws (148 f), Trpoxetpos (202), cr/ceuafw, (232), crweSpewo (260),

avvTapaaau (93), awrpefpw (223), awrvxia (30), rapaxwSrjs (93), virodox&quot;!} (158),

wrorapao-cra) (93), &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;opos (144), i/ auw (62).
2

iiTTTjperT/s is a medical term, according to Hobart, p. 88.

3 &quot; The compounds of vtitw were used by the medical writers.&quot; (Hobart, p. 103.)

4 &quot; Hobart also makes an attempt to prove by examples that virvos ffaOvs is a

specific medical phrase; but I pass this by.&quot; (Harnack, p. 180, n. i). The phrase

occurs in Lucian, Tim. 6.

5 &quot;

a(j&amp;gt;p6s is used by Hippocrates and Aretaeus in describing the symptoms of

epilepsy.&quot; (Hobart, p. 17.)
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6
E.g., Times in Luke Acts Lucian

dvcupew 2 18 4

5iepxMat IO 3

Idoyutu II 4 2

Ka.TO.fia.ivu 14 J 9

TTIMTXTJ/U J 3 9

TrX^oj 7 l6 9

aw 23 32 2

o-wfco IS J 3 r

UTrdpxw X 5 2 5

no 157 27

But excluding these nine words the 108 other words occur approximately

102 149 226

or nearly twice as often in Lucian as in either half of Luke s work.

Totals 212 306 253

7 See p. 49.
8 The exceptions are marked on the lists by the New Testament references. Five

out of the eight are in Revelation. It should be observed that in compiling these lists

&quot; medical terms
&quot;

actually occurring in Luke as well as in Lucian have been excluded.

9 Cf. e7ri/3Xe7rcj, above p. 44.

10 Cf. Acts 26, 24, TO. iroXXd &amp;lt;re ypannara els paviav Trtpirpeirti, which Hobart (p. 268)

considers medical, though he confesses that TreptrpeTrco is not employed exactly in this

sense by medical writers. But 1^1-* and e/z/SdXXco, which Hobart also considers med

ical words (pp. 130, 137), are probably used by the doctors as in Lucian. Note

Hobart s quotation from Galen: uxrirep /cat TOVS els e-iriK-rj^iav re /cat airowXri^Lav paStwj

e(juriTTTOi&amp;gt;Tas.

The nearest parallel to Acts, I.e., is not in the doctors but in Lucian s Abdicatus 30.

This passage has apparently been overlooked by commentators (Wettstein does not use

it, though he illustrates irepiTpi-Treiv by two other passages in Lucian). In referring to

the countless forms of madness (nvpia eUrj; cf. Aretaeus, cited by Hobart, p. 267, navies

Tpowoi eldeffi M&quot; nvploi) and its various causes he says: yepoi^ras be KO! 5ia(3o\ri a/catpos

/ecu 6p7i? aXoyos Ti-oXXa/as KO.T ouceiw) kfj.irecrovffa TO fitv irp&TOV 5teTapaei&amp;gt;, elra KO.T

6\Lyov is navlav irtpitTp^e. Not only is this passage full of other words which Hobart

would call medical (besides 6ia/3oXi7, 0X070$, e^iTi-rco, Starapaero-w, occur in equally

medical connections in the next few lines XIITTT?, dTroreXew, auTrjpla, dTraXXaao-co, depa-

ireia, oiJtoTtxvos ^avepxofMai), but the whole piece is written from the doctor s view

point with the most delicate sympathy for his professional sensitiveness.

11 etffKdXtco also is used in this sense in Lucian: 6 ia.Tp6s eio-X7;0ew, Pseudol. 23; but

not by Luke, eiffKa\eaanei&amp;gt;os ow avTovs i&viaev, Acts 10, 23, the only occurrence in

the New Testament.
12 This list of words, intended to illustrate the criticism of the examples used for the

medical language of Luke, contains words
&quot; found elsewhere only or mainly in the

medical writers
&quot;

(see above, p. 49)- Of c urse the cases given are only those found

in the 75 pages of Lucian examined for this purpose. The total number of words of

this kind to be found in all Lucian s works may be estimated with the help of the word

lists in Schmid s Atticismus as considerably over 100.

13
Lagarde, Psalteriumjuxta Hebraeos Hieronymi, 1874, p. 165.
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